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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable JON
TESTER, a Senator from the State of
Montana.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray:

Thank you, dear God, for new oppor-
tunities. We are grateful that the best
is yet to be, that our labors are moving
us closer to the desired destination.
Thank You for landmarks past and new
vistas opening ahead. Thank You for
time to mend broken relationships, to
form fresh alliances, and to build new
bridges. Thank You for Senators with
new hopes, new desires, new inspira-
tion, and new determination to serve
You with greater faithfulness. Lord,
thank You for another day to abide
with You so that we can reap the boun-
tiful harvest found only in You.

And, Lord, today as we honor the law
enforcement officers who lost their
lives in the line of duty, comfort and
bless their families and loved ones. Use
the 26th annual National Peace Officers
Memorial Service to remind us of the
sacrifices our law enforcement people
make each day to protect our freedom.
We pray in Your powerful Name. Amen.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable JON TESTER led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

Senate

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, May 15, 2007.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable JON TESTER, a Sen-
ator from the State of Montana, to perform
the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. TESTER thereupon assumed the

chair as Acting President pro tempore.

————————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The acting majority leader is rec-
ognized.

————

SCHEDULE

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, today
the Senate will be in a period of morn-
ing business for 60 minutes, with the
majority controlling the first half and
the Republicans controlling the second
portion.

Following morning business, the Sen-
ate will resume consideration of the
water resources legislation. Several
amendments were offered to this bill
yvesterday, and this morning one of
those amendments—the one offered by
the Senator from Oklahoma, Mr.
COBURN, No. 1090—will be debated until
11:45, and then a vote will occur with
respect to that amendment.

The Senate will recess, as usual, from
12:30 to 2:15 for the party conferences.
Other votes with respect to amend-
ments to the water resources legisla-
tion will occur this afternoon.

As the majority leader mentioned
yesterday, a lot of work needs to be
done prior to the Memorial Day recess,
so Members should plan accordingly.

The majority leader has offered two
amendments on the issue of Iraq, and
cloture votes will occur on those
amendments on Wednesday.

Additionally, cloture was filed on the
motion to proceed to the immigration

legislation. That vote will occur at a
time to be determined on Wednesday.

I am certain every Member of the
Senate is conscious of the fact that we
have a Memorial Day recess fast ap-
proaching at the end of next week. We
have an ambitious goal we hope to
reach by that time. We hope to deal
with these outstanding pieces of legis-
lation and to, of course, provide supple-
mental appropriations for the war in
Iraq.

At the outset, I will say that the
Water Resources Development Act,
which Senator BOXER of California and
Senator INHOFE of Oklahoma will bring
to the floor in a few moments, is a bill
that has been pending before the Con-
gress for, I believe, 7 years—at least 6
years. Our failure to enact this bill has
delayed the construction of critical in-
frastructure across America for 6 or 7
years. This is infrastructure that is im-
portant to every part of America—in
the Midwest, dams on the Mississippi
and Illinois Rivers, which are vital ar-
teries when it comes to agribusiness
and other uses to create profitability
and employment. All of these are in a
state of disrepair, and we want to ad-
dress the modernization and safety
measures for these locks and dams and
many other projects.

For 6 or 7 years, the debate has gone
on unresolved. The House passed over-
whelmingly the Water Resources De-
velopment Act. The Senate has the
same opportunity, but we need to do it
on a timely basis.

I thank the Senator from Oklahoma,
who is offering an amendment this
morning. I am told by the manager of
the bill, Senator BOXER, that he has
been cooperative in terms of reducing
the debate time, giving enough time to
explain his amendment, for others to
speak to it, and bring it to a vote.

I urge every other Senator that this
is the day; if you have an amendment
to the Water Resources Development
Act, bring it to the floor today. After
2:15, bring your amendments to the
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floor. Let’s have the debate and have
the vote. By the end of the day, let’s
have all of the relevant amendments
considered to this legislation. I think
we owe it to the people who have
worked so hard to bring us to this mo-
ment, and now individual Senators
should know that, to delay this, there
is no excuse. Bring the Water Re-
sources Development Act amendments
to the floor.

In addition, the majority leader filed
two amendments relative to the war in
Iraq, which will be considered on a pro-
cedural basis to this Water Resources
Development Act. It is a way to meas-
ure the sentiment of the Senate on two
different approaches to resolving our
difficulties between the White House
and Congress on the funding in Iraq.
There will be a cloture vote on those
amendments tomorrow. That is an op-
portunity for Members to express their
feelings.

As everybody knows, it takes 60 votes
to invoke cloture. We hope we will
have a strong bipartisan vote for one of
those two approaches. I urge my col-
leagues to understand this is a very im-
portant and timely matter. We have
little time left to deal with the re-
quirements of funding our troops be-
fore the Memorial Day recess. The
Democratic majority, as well as the
Republican side, has made it clear we
will fund our troops. At the end of the
day, our troops will not go without the
resources they need to provide for their
own safety and a safe return home.

Also, we hope this week to initiate a
conversation on the immigration bill.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will be now a period for the transaction
of morning business for 60 minutes,
with the first half of the time under
the control of the majority and the sec-
ond half of the time under the control
of the Republicans.

The Senator from Illinois is recog-
nized.

———

IMMIGRATION REFORM

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is ob-
vious to most Americans our immigra-
tion system is broken. There are 12
million undocumented immigrants liv-
ing in the United States today, and
hundreds of thousands are arriving
each year. In America today, unscrupu-
lous employers hire undocumented im-
migrants because they can pay them
less than American workers and force
them to work in conditions that Amer-
icans would not tolerate. Employers
can do this with impunity because our
Government doesn’t enforce immigra-
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tion laws that prohibit hiring undocu-
mented immigrants.

Immigration is a complicated issue
that ignites strong passions. Some
would rather avoid this issue because it
is so sensitive. But Congress has an ob-
ligation to fix our broken immigration
system. We need a comprehensive ap-
proach, one that is tough but fair. We
need, first, to improve border security
by increasing manpower and deploying
new technology. We need to enforce the
law against employers who are hiring
millions of undocumented workers. We
need a realistic approach to the 12 mil-
lion undocumented workers who live
and work in our country.

I commend our majority leader, Sen-
ator REID of Nevada. He is not afraid of
tackling tough issues, including immi-
gration reform. He knows it is an im-
portant national priority. Last week,
Senator REID introduced immigration
reform legislation that the Senate will
begin debating this week. Senator REID
did a reasonable thing. He said we
should begin the debate where it ended
last year, with the bipartisan Kennedy-
McCain, Hagel-Martinez bill.

This bill, sponsored by Republican
Senators CHUCK HAGEL, MEL MARTINEZ,
ARLEN SPECTER, JOHN MCCAIN, SAM
BROWNBACK, and LINDSEY GRAHAM, and
many Democrats, passed the Senate
last year on a bipartisan vote of 62 to
36.

Of course, that Hagel-Martinez bill
was only the starting point for the
Senate’s debate. Senator REID has set
aside 2 full weeks to complete that de-
bate. Members will have ample oppor-
tunity to offer amendments. This is the
right place to start.

This is not a perfect bill. I voted for
it, realizing there were real imperfec-
tions, but it reflects the culmination of
months of work last year, including
hearings and marathon markups in the
Judiciary Committee, on which I serve,
and over 30 rollcall votes on the floor
of the Senate.

The bill is flawed, but it is com-
prehensive. It includes provisions to se-
cure our borders, strengthen enforce-
ment of our immigration laws, and ad-
dresses undocumented immigrants liv-
ing in our country.

I am confident that over the next 2
weeks, through the amendment proc-
ess, we can improve this bill and pass
legislation that will be an important
step in fixing our broken immigration
system.

Unfortunately, there has been a hue
and cry from the other side of the aisle.
Some object to debating this bill. It is
ironic, to say the least, that those on
the other side who don’t want to de-
bate bipartisan legislation are object-
ing to a bill written, in large part, by
their own side of the aisle—a bill that
was passed when the Republican side of
the aisle controlled the Senate last
year. It is hard to understand how 21
Members of the Senate who voted for
this bill last year now object to even
proceeding to it now as the base bill for
our debate. They understand, as we do,
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that this bill is going to change once it
comes to the floor. If they object to
even bringing the measure to the
floor—the same bill they voted for last
year—one has to question whether they
are committed to comprehensive immi-
gration reform.

Some on the Republican side argue
that backroom negotiations between
the White House and Republican and
Democratic Senators are close to a
deal and that starting debate on immi-
gration before that deal is reached is
premature. I don’t think that is a le-
gitimate argument. I have been in
many of these negotiations, and I will
say a great amount of effort has been
expended to move this bill forward.
Some parts of it are very positive. An
agreement between the White House
and the Senate is a step forward. There
are some parts that are very controver-
sial.

Human nature and political nature
are interesting. People will not move
toward a goal unless they face a dead-
line. How many people wait until the
last minute to file their tax returns or
wait too long for the checkup at the
dentist? When we know we are facing a
deadline and time is running out, we
make important decisions. The same
will be true for the immigration de-
bate. Bringing last year’s bill to the
floor, which passed with an over-
whelming bipartisan rollcall vote, as
the base bill is going to move those ne-
gotiators in that room to a conclusion
more quickly. To leave this open-ended
and say that at some time in the future
we will get back to it is an invitation
for talks to break down and for the
participants to disappear.

We don’t want that to happen. We
cannot afford to wait. The Senate’s cal-
endar is full this year. There are so
many things we need to do to make
sure this congressional session is much
more productive than those in the past,
not the least of which is passing impor-
tant appropriation bills, which now
must be accomplished in order to fund
the Government. We don’t want to fall
into the same circumstance as the pre-
vious Republican Congress, when they
failed to pass appropriation bills and
tried to play catchup and failed, leav-
ing it to the new Congress, the Demo-
cratic Congress—an awesome responsi-
bility—to fund the Government for the
remainder of this fiscal year.

There are some who feel it is now or
never for immigration. What the ma-
jority leader has done is to tell the ne-
gotiators this is the time to wrap
things up. This is the time to reach an
agreement. This is the time to decide
who at that table is there in good faith
and who is there to stop the process. If
they reach an agreement, it can be con-
sidered on the floor of the Senate as an
amendment to the bipartisan Kennedy-
McCain, Hagel-Martinez bill, which is
being offered as the starting point of
this debate. If there is no agreement,
these differences can be debated and
voted on over the next 2 weeks.
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I understand negotiations continue
as I speak. I hope they reach an agree-
ment that is comprehensive, tough but
fair, and one every Member can seri-
ously consider supporting. But these
negotiations are no excuse for avoiding
public debate.

At some point, you have to move be-
yond the closed doors of the rooms in
the Capitol and into the bright lights
of the Senate Chamber and let Mem-
bers speak to their wishes and their in-
tentions on this important legislation.

I disagree with some of the ideas
being proposed by those on the other
side of the aisle. I am sure they dis-
agree with some of my approaches. I
respect their views, and I hope they
will look at this as a constructive op-
portunity.

Should the Senate tomorrow fail to
invoke cloture and to move forward on
the immigration bill, it will be a lost
opportunity. If the 21 Senators who
voted for comprehensive immigration
reform will not even allow us to bring
the matter to the floor at this moment,
it will be difficult to explain. They will
have their chance to amend. They will
have their chance to make changes
they think are important. They will
have their chance to act as Senators
considering important measures.

There has been a lot of criticism of
Congress for good reason. When we
look at the list of issues the American
people think are important, very sel-
dom do we find those issues being de-
bated on the floor of the Senate. We
need to change that situation. One of
the issues on which most Americans
agree is that our immigration system
cannot be sustained. There are too
many undocumented workers in this
country living in fear, being exploited
in the workplace, uncertain of their fu-
ture. There are too many still stream-
ing across our borders, borders that are
too porous. There are ways to deal with
those issues and ways this bill will ad-
dress them.

The Senate can offer, debate, and
vote on amendments on all these
issues. That is how the Senate is sup-
posed to work. Some of my colleagues
have suggested they will block this de-
bate from taking place by filibustering
this bipartisan bill which passed over
the past year. I hope they don’t. It
reaches the point where we need to be
held accountable. I hope that point will
be this week and next, as Senator REID,
the majority leader, has set aside a
reasonable amount of time to debate it.
The American people deserve more
than closed-door, backdoor negotia-
tions. The time has come for Congress
to fix our broken immigration system.

———

IRAQ

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, time is
running out to fund the troops. There
are many of us who believe the policy
in Iraq is a failed policy. The numbers
we are given every week are stark and
frightening: Over 3,370 American sol-
diers have now lost their lives in the
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war in Iraq. Another five were killed
yesterday. Over the weekend, three
American soldiers were Kkidnapped.
There is a manhunt underway to try to
find them and rescue them as quickly
as possible. And to all those involved,
they have our prayers and our wishes
for Godspeed.

But we understand the reality of this
war, a war where almost 30,000 Ameri-
cans have been killed or disabled, a war
where many soldiers have returned
home with injuries that they will have
to cope with for a lifetime. This war
has cost us over $500 billion, $500 bil-
lion that could have been spent in
America for many issues important to
us—improving our schools and edu-
cation, making certain every American
has basic health insurance, making
sure our children all across America
have the kind of health care and atten-
tion they need at an early age to be
healthy through the rest of their life,
money that could have been spent at
the National Institutes of Health look-
ing for new cures for diseases and ill-
nesses from which we suffer in Amer-
ica. There are so many programs in
which we could have invested that
money.

Instead, we have invested that money
in a war with no end, a war that is now
in its fifth year. The war in Iraq has
lasted longer than the Korean war, has
lasted longer than World War II. It is
the most expensive war in the history
of the United States, save World War
II, which was, in fact, a world war
where the United States made a total
national commitment. But we now find
that second in rank in terms of cost is
this war in Iraq.

There are many of us who understand
that Americans across the board may
have supported the initial invasion but
had second thoughts. I was one of 23
who voted against this war at the out-
set in October 2002. There were col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle who
in good faith thought the President
should have the authority to deal with
Saddam Hussein. They were misled, as
the American people were misled by in-
telligence estimates that were just
wrong, intelligence estimates that said
Saddam Hussein had weapons of mass
destruction and threatened the United
States, fear of nuclear holocaust, fear
of mushroom-shaped clouds. All of
these images were paraded before the
American people a short time after we
had gone through the tragedy of 9/11. It
is understandable the American people
were concerned and fearful, and they
supported the idea of invading Iraq in
the hopes of keeping America safe.

We learned that in so many ways the
information given to the American
people before the invasion of Iraq was
wrong. There were no weapons of mass
destruction, there were no nuclear
weapons, there was no connection be-
tween Saddam Hussein and the events
of 9/11 that were sponsored by al-Qaida.
But the invasion took place.

Many of us felt that once our soldiers
were in the field, it was time to close
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ranks behind them, stop the debate.
They volunteered, they are serving our
country, they didn’t write this policy.
They are risking their lives right now,
and we should stand behind them. So
many of us, even those who opposed
this war and voted against it from the
outset, voted year after year for the
emergency appropriations President
Bush sent to Congress, money for our
troops in the field. Now we are in the
fifth year, and there is no end in sight.

We have been told by our military
leaders that even the best military in
the world in the United States cannot
save Iraq. Only the Iraqis can save
Iraq. It has to be the Iraqi people
through their Government who decide
to move forward toward stability. We
cannot police a civil war. We cannot
contain the violence in Iraq even with
20,000, 30,000, 40,000 more American sol-
diers. That is a reality and one we
should face. Regardless, the President
concluded a few months ago that he
would escalate this war and send even
more American soldiers into harm’s
way. I think that was a mistake. I
think the President was moving in the
wrong direction. As I said, I don’t be-
lieve our military, though it be the
best in the world, can really contain
the violence of the civil war in Iraq. I
certainly don’t believe our military, as
good as it is, can give spine to Iraqis
leaders who can’t seem to reach con-
clusions and decisions on timetables
about their future.

So the war continues. The President
asked for more money, $80 billion, $90
billion at a time to continue this war
in Iraq. Many of us believe we should
do two things: fund the troops, make
sure they have all that they need, but
change the policy, start bringing
American soldiers home. Tell the
Iraqis once and for all that we will not
be there indefinitely. We are not going
to stay until you work up the political
courage to make decisions to govern
your country. We are going to start
coming home. As we come home, these
Iraqi soldiers whom we have spent mil-
lions of dollars to train and equip need
to stand up and defend their country.
The Iraqi Parliamentarians and leaders
of their Government need to stand up
and make the hard political decisions.

That is the reality of Iraq today. It is
a reality we are reminded of every
morning with the newscasts that tell
us of the suffering and death which
takes place in that country.

I wish to say a word, too, about the
Iraqi people. I was reminded over the
weekend when I was home in Illinois—
and a good reminder it was—that when
we speak about the loss of life in Iraq,
don’t forget the innocent Iraqis who
have lost their lives as well. We don’t
even know what that number is today.
We know that close to 3,500 American
soldiers have lost their lives, and we
know the coalition forces who have
lost their lives. We don’t know how
many innocent Iraqis have lost their
lives as victims in the civil war or even
of our invasion.
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Mr. President, ‘60 Minutes’ on Sun-
day night had a gripping story about a
youngster, 12-year-old, who, during the
bombing of our invasion of Iraq, lost
both his arms. This young boy, whose
name is Ali, came to the attention of
people across the world and was given
a chance to go to England, where he
goes to school now. He was really in-
spiring when he talked about how he
was going to make something of his
life even though he lost both his arms.
He is just an innocent victim of this
war who lost family and friends in a
bombing, a tragic incident we wished
never occurred.

Keep in mind that these innocent
Iraqis are part of this calculation
about the future of Iraq as well. If this
civil war is to come to an end, we not
only need to start bringing American
troops home, we need for the Iraqi Gov-
ernment to start making decisions to
protect their people and project their
future in a positive way.

I sincerely hope that at the end of
next week when we present to the
President the money necessary for the
troops, we will also make it clear that
we are taking a step forward to correct
this failed policy in Iraq.

I might also add that if we are not
successful in changing the policy with
this bill, it is not the end of the debate.
We are 4 months into this new Con-
gress, 4 months since the Democratic
majority took control of the House and
Senate. In a little over 4 months, we
have seen a dramatic change in the na-
tional debate on the war in Iraq. For
the last 4 years, we have been sleep-
walking through this policy in this war
in Iraq with few challenges from Cap-
itol Hill. The legislative branch of our
Federal Government did little or noth-
ing to meet its constitutional responsi-
bility, to challenge the Executive when
it came to policy and execution of that
policy.

Now things have changed. Now, with
a Democratic majority in the House
and the Senate, the debate is under-
way, as it should be, a debate on pol-
icy. I think most Americans would
agree that over the last 4 months with
this new Congress, we have had a more
active and vigorous debate on Iraq
than any time since this war started.
That is the way it should be. The
American people believe Iraq is the pri-
mary issue on which we should focus,
and we have, and we will continue to
focus on Iraq. Even beyond the supple-
mental appropriations bill, we will
move to a Defense authorization bill
and a Defense appropriations bill, giv-
ing ample opportunity for Members on
both sides of the aisle to come up with
alternatives to deal with this failed
policy.

In conclusion, there is one key to
changing the failed policy in Iraq. The
key to changing the failed policy in
Iraq is 11 Republican Senators. When 11
Republican Senators reach the point
that they want this policy changed, it
will happen. We have 49 Democratic
Senators who have voted repeatedly to
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change that policy. Two Republican
Senators—the Senator from Oregon,
Mr. SMITH, and the Senator from Ne-
braska, Mr. HAGEL—have stepped for-
ward and joined us on the Democratic
side. We need nine more. With nine
more Republican Senators, the failed
policy in Iraq will change. Why does it
take so many? It takes 60 votes in the
Senate to move forward a significant
and controversial measure such as a
change of policy in the war in Iraq.

I was heartened to learn last week
that some Republican House Members
met with the President. There were
press reports afterward that they told
him point blank that they can no
longer continue to support his policies.
Change has to take place. The Presi-
dent needed to hear that. I hope Repub-
lican Senators who feel the same way
will step forward.

It is not enough for them to say we
will come up with 11 different ideas and
vote one at a time for each of them.
That isn’t the way this works. We have
to put our minds together and try to
find compromise and cooperation so
that we can serve the best needs of
America—not only our national secu-
rity needs but the needs of our troops
in the field and the needs of the Iraqi
people. If 11 Republican Senators will
join the 49 Democrats, this policy can
change. We will give them that oppor-
tunity tomorrow with two cloture
votes and then beyond that some votes
I am sure next week on a conference re-
port when we reach that stage in the
proceedings, and then in subsequent
legislation.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle in the spirit of compromise
and cooperation to try to find ways
that we can end this war in an honor-
able way, bring our troops home to the
heroes’ welcome they deserve, and say
to the Iraqi people: The Americans
have given you more than any nation
could ever ask for. We have given you
over 3,300 American lives of the best
and bravest soldiers in the world. We
have given you 25,000 injured soldiers,
some with serious injuries they will
carry for a lifetime. We have spent $500
billion. We have stood behind your
country as you deposed your dictator,
put him on trial, and executed him. We
have stood behind your country when
you wrote your Constitution and held
your elections. We have been there for
more than 4 years. Now it is your turn.
Now it is the turn of the Iraqis to step
forward and guide their nation forward.

We need to understand that we won’t
have a change in policy unless the
President agrees to change—and it is
unlikely he will—or this Congress
forces a change. The only way that oc-
curs is when 11 Republican Senators
join 49 Democrats to make it happen
and make it a reality.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of the time for the majority in
morning business. I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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The Senator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time on
the Republican side be equally divided
among myself, Senator CORNYN, and
Senator GREGG.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

————
BUSH TAX CUTS

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, we cel-
ebrate anniversaries around here. We
find times to look back. Today happens
to be the fourth anniversary of the
Senate passage of the last of the Bush
tax cuts. We have heard a lot of rhet-
oric around here about those tax cuts.
We heard it in advance, we heard it as
they have gone along, we continue to
hear it.

I thought on the fourth anniversary
of the Senate passage of the tax cuts it
might be a wise idea to spend some
time with some facts.

Our former colleague, Senator
Gramm of Texas, always used to say: I
tell my children never argue about the
facts. Facts are things you can look up.
Argue about what the facts might
mean, but don’t argue about the facts.

We don’t take his advice as much as
I think we should. We spend too much
time arguing about the facts. Let’s
look them up.

One of the things we are told con-
stantly is that since the passage of the
tax cuts, the rich have gotten richer,
the tax burden has shifted from the
rich to the poor, and that this is ter-
rible and we need to reverse that trend.
Well, let’s look at a few facts. Let’s go
back to the 8 years prior to the time of
the Bush administration and see what
happened in terms of the rich getting
richer and the poor getting poorer.

While President Clinton was the
President, dividing into five quintiles,
which is what economists do, we see
what happened to pretax income. Dur-
ing the Clinton years, in the lowest 20
percent, the bottom quintile, pretax in-
come went down. In the second quin-
tile, the pretax income went down. The
red bars are prior to Clinton and the
blue bars are after. In the middle 20th
percentile, the pretax income went
down. In the second highest quintile,
pretax income went down. In the top
quintile, pretax income went up be-
tween the time when Clinton was elect-
ed and the end of the Clinton adminis-
tration.

Our source for this is the Congres-
sional Budget Office. These are the
facts.

What has happened since President
Bush has been in office? Let’s take a
look at the same areas and look with
the new data plugged in. It is very in-
teresting.

Since Bush has been elected, the low-
est quintile has seen their pretax in-
come go up. The second lowest quintile
has seen their pretax income go up.
The middle quintile has seen their
pretax income go up. The second high-
est quintile has seen their pretax in-
come go up, but the top quintile, the
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top 20 percent, has seen their pretax in-
come come down.

Once again, the source for these facts
is the Congressional Budget Office. On
this side of the chart, we see the share
of pretax income. This is the number of
people to focus on.

The share of income is very high for
the top 20 percent and low for the bot-
tom 20 percent. So we look at share
and ignore the trend if we want to
make the case that the tax cuts have
been bad for people at the bottom. In
fact, since Bush has been President, we
see things have gotten better for people
at the bottom.

This comes as somewhat of a surprise
to those who were advising us when we
passed the Bush tax cuts. I would like
to quote from the Brookings Institu-
tion. They viewed the tax cuts, as they
were proposed, and they had this co-
gent statement to make about the fu-
ture, and I quote:

Our findings suggest that the tax bill will
reduce the size of the future economy, raise
interest rates, make taxes more regressive,
increase tax complexity, and prove fiscally
unsustainable. These conclusions question
the wisdom and affordability of the tax cut
and suggest that Congress reconsider the leg-
islation, especially in light of the economic
downturn and terrorist attacks that have oc-
curred last summer.

Very interesting. Reduce the size of
the future economy? Since Bush has
been President, the U.S. economy has
grown more than the entire Chinese
economy. Under the Bush Presidency,
the U.S. economy has grown $2.7 tril-
lion in GDP. The total Chinese econ-
omy is $2.3 trillion. They missed that
one.

Raise interest rates? No. Make taxes
more regressive? Well, let’s look at
that one in another chart. Increase tax
complexity? I will grant them that.
Congress increases tax complexity
every time we pass a law. That is an
easy prediction to make. And prove fis-
cally unsustainable? I don’t think so.

Here is the relative income tax bur-
den by income group, taking the spe-
cific prophecy made by the people at
the Brookings Institute. The people in
the lowest quintile were receiving that
much earned income tax credit. In
other words, their tax payments were
negative. They received money in
transfers. Now, since the passage of the
tax cut, the amount of money they
have received has been greater. The
second lowest quintile used to pay a
little taxes; now they receive transfer
payments. The middle quintile paid
that much taxes; now they pay less.
The second highest quintile, virtually
identical, but the trend line is down.
Who has paid the most taxes? Who has
had the greatest increase in taxes? It is
the top 20 percent.

At the end of the Clinton administra-
tion, this is where it was, and at the
end of the Bush term, this is where it
is. Brookings was wrong on virtually
every point, except their prediction
that we would make the tax law more
complex. That, as I say, is a prediction
one can always make and always be
sure of.
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What about fiscal sustainability? I
remember when I ran for reelection in
2004, right after the tax cuts, my oppo-
nents said, we have to bring down the
deficit. The deficit is too high. I said:
Not only is it going to come down, it is
coming down. We see year after year,
since the passage of the tax cuts, that
the deficit has shrunk. It has shrunk in
absolute dollars and it has shrunk as a
percentage of GDP. We have the same
word out of the Congressional Budget
Office and OMB at the end of the first
quarter.

Why would we get a shrinking deficit
when we have cut tax rates? The an-
swer lies in the dynamism of the Amer-
ican economy, and we look back again
on this anniversary date to see what
has happened to people’s predictions.
The red bars are the predictions that
the Congressional Budget Office made
of the amount of revenue we would re-
ceive from capital gains. They pre-
dicted that the capital gains revenue
would stay flat or barely increase as a
result of the reduction in capital gains
tax rates.

We reduced the capital gains tax
rates, and guess what happened. That
is shown in the blue lines. The capital
gains realizations—that is the money
that came in—went up in 2003, higher
than the CBO projection. It went up in
2004 even higher. It went up in 2005
even higher. In 2006, it knocks your
socks off. They had predicted $54 bil-
lion in realizations, and the fact is, it
was $103 billion. The actual capital
gains tax receipts were substantially
higher than projected by CBO.

Well, how can that be? If we cut the
tax rates, how can we get more rev-
enue? The answer to that, of course, is
a reality that we so often forget around
here, and that is the economy is not
static. The economy is not a sum zero
game that says: All right, if you cut it
here, then you have to see it rise there.
If we cut tax rates, we have to see the
deficit go up.

We have seen exactly the opposite.
We have cut tax rates, and we have
seen the deficit go down. Why? Because
people respond to economic incentives.
When they have an economic incentive
to form a new business, create a new
opportunity, modernize a plant—be-
cause they would not have to pay so
much in taxes as they previously had
to pay—the new business, the new op-
portunity, the modernized new plant
will create new jobs and creates new
income and, therefore, more taxes,
more tax revenue, even as the tax rates
come down.

We have seen this historical fact
again and again for decades, yet we
continue to ignore it. The computers at
the Congressional Budget Office are
programmed not to take into account
the growth in the economy and not to
predict this kind of result.

So on this anniversary date, I
thought I would simply share with the
Senate a few facts that demonstrate
that the tax cuts have been good for
America.
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Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I wish
to join the distinguished Senator from
Utah, Mr. BENNETT, who gives, to my
mind, one of the most cogent and un-
derstandable explanations for the econ-
omy given around here, and I wish to
add a few comments about the fourth
anniversary of the Jobs and Growth
Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2003.

While we have a lot of people trained
in a lot of disciplines who make their
way to the Senate, I daresay there are
not very many of us who have a back-
ground in economics or accounting or
the type of disciplines that would help
them make good economic decisions.
The good news is that I think the fun-
damentals are pretty clear when it
comes to what provides people an in-
centive to work hard and save, and
what Government policies—particu-
larly tax increases—make it harder for
people to save their hard-earned money
and invest it as they see fit—whether it
is spending it on their family, invest-
ing in their children’s college edu-
cation or perhaps buying things that
they would prefer—rather than having
Uncle Sam stick his hand in their
pocket and spend it on things the Fed-
eral Government wants.

It is important to go back and high-
light some of the challenges our econ-
omy was facing when the Senate first
passed this protaxpayer legislation 4
years ago. The economy was hit with
not just a one-two punch but with a
one-two-three punch. We were dealing
with the fallout from the corporate ac-
counting scandals of the late 1990s, the
bursting tech bubble and, of course, the
horrific attacks of September 11, 2001.
All these events combined would have
knocked out any other economy in the
world. But because we acted with well-
timed tax relief that put money back
in the pockets of working men and
women, small businesses and entre-
preneurs, our economy bounced back.
Indeed, our economy has roared back.

The 2003 act accelerated a number of
individual and small business tax relief
provisions Congress passed 2 years ear-
lier. We allowed parents to take the
$1,000 tax credit sooner. We accelerated
relief from higher marginal tax rates—
the marriage tax penalty and the alter-
native minimum tax. This legislation,
passed 4 years ago, provided capital
gains and dividends tax relief, which
has helped increase economic activity
and fill the Federal Government’s cof-
fers.

How could it be that Federal revenue
has seen historic highs even as we cut
taxes 4 years ago? Well, it is for all the
obvious reasons: People respond to fi-
nancial incentives when they know
they are going to be able to keep more
of what they earn. They work harder,
risk takers and entrepreneurs invest in
ventures that generate revenue not
only for them—and create new jobs—
but generate a lot more revenue for
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Uncle Sam as well.
what happened here.

Since 2004, Government revenues
have outpaced projections by the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office,
and the deficit this year could tumble
to $1560 billion, or about 1 percent of our
Nation’s gross domestic product.
Things such as bonus depreciation and
the $100,000 expensing provision have
allowed entrepreneurs and small busi-
nesses to grow and create jobs. This
tax relief has helped produce 22
straight quarters of growth, with 7.8
million new jobs over the past 44 con-
secutive months. That is an out-
standing accomplishment, which
makes America the envy of the world,
and it is a trend we must continue as
we face significant fiscal challenges
ahead.

We can and we should take great
pride in the economy’s performance
and look with optimism toward the fu-
ture. As we move forward, the last
thing we should consider is reversing
the policies that have generated this
kind of beneficial economic activity
and created so many jobs in America.
Unfortunately, this tax relief will soon
expire, resulting in a tax increase for
all taxpayers without a single vote on
the floor of the Senate.

The other side is now pushing a budg-
et that will result in a $736 billion tax
hike for taxpayers over the next 5
years. This, unless it is reversed, will
not only jeopardize future economic
growth but also the financial well-
being of millions of Americans—fami-
lies, small businesses, and seniors. If
Congress fails to make this tax relief
permanent, the fourth anniversary of
which we are celebrating today, every
American taxpayer will see their taxes
go up. For instance, a family of four
with two children, making $50,000 in
annual income, would see an increase
of $2,092 a year in their tax bill, or a
132-percent hike.

Four years ago, many of our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
argued that the Jobs and Growth Tax
Relief Reconciliation Act of 2003 would
not only not benefit our economy, they
actually said it would endanger the
economy. For example, the now-major-
ity whip said:

The Republicans who push this tax plan
have to face stubborn facts, and facts can be
stubborn. The last time they got a tax cut
through, the American economy fell back-
wards. We did not make progress. We lost
jobs. We lost opportunity. We lost a lot of
hope in this country.

There is one thing I agree with the
distinguished majority whip about, and
that is facts are, indeed, stubborn
things. Four years ago, the Senate
voted for hope and against fear. It
voted for progress and against stagna-
tion. It voted for the entrepreneurial
spirit and against command and con-
trol out of Washington, DC.

I think 4 years later we all have seen
and can celebrate tremendous results
as an outcome of this important legis-
lation.

That is exactly
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I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, first I
thank the Senator from Texas for his
elegant statement and accurate state-
ment. I want to pick up where the Sen-
ator has left off.

The Senator talks about the facts—
and this is a fact—that revenues to the
Federal Government have jumped dra-
matically in the last 3 years. In fact, in
the last 3 years we have seen more rev-
enues flowing into the Federal Govern-
ment than ever in history, and the per-
centage of increase in those revenues
has also been historic. As this chart
clearly shows, we are now seeing reve-
nues to the Federal Government which
actually exceed the historic revenues
to this Government. Historically, the
Federal Government has gotten about
18.2 percent of the gross national prod-
uct in revenue. Today we are up around
18.5 percent. We are headed towards
18.7 percent. That is a significant in-
crease in revenues to the Federal Gov-
ernment.

What effect does that have? As the
Senator from Texas said, it has had a
dramatic effect on the deficit. Because
we have gotten all this additional rev-
enue, it has caused the deficit to drop
dramatically.

The other side of the aisle argues: So
what. Taxes are still too low on Ameri-
cans. We should raise the taxes on
Americans. So they brought out a
budget which is going to increase taxes
on Americans by about $700 billion. It
is the largest tax increase in the his-
tory of the country, should that budget
actually come to fruition—and it looks
like it is going to pass, and I assume
they are going to follow up on it. They
mean what they say, on the other side
of the aisle.

What will that do to Federal reve-
nues, that dramatic increase in taxes?
What will that do to the economy? We
are not sure, but we suspect it will slow
the economy dramatically. Some of
these great gains that we have seen in
the economy, the 22 months of expan-
sion, the 7.4 million new jobs, may be
significantly impacted by that type of
a tax increase.

We also know it will create a Tax
Code that is taking a lot more money
out of Americans who work hard. We
happen to believe, on our side of the
aisle, we should let Americans keep the
money they earn as much as possible,
have a fair tax system, and as a result
generate a benefit to working Ameri-
cans by saying: Listen, if you are going
to work hard, we are going to give you
more money. We are also going to get
more revenues, which is the way this
has worked out.

Why have we gotten more revenues
even though we reduced the tax burden
on the American people? The answer is
pretty simple. It is called human na-
ture. When you set tax levels at a fair
level—which is what we have today—
people are willing to go out and invest.
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They are willing to go out and take
risks. They are willing to work harder
because they know they are going to
get to keep more of what they earn.
What does that do? That creates a
stronger economy which puts more
people to work, and that is what we
want, more jobs for people and, of
course, the more jobs you have the
more tax revenues you end up getting.

In addition, especially in the area of
capital gains, if you have a fair capital
gains rate, which is what we have
today, it causes people to go out and
sell an investment which they might
otherwise hold on to. If a person has an
asset, say, a home or small business or
stock, they don’t want to sell that
asset when they are going to have to
pay 30 percent or 25 percent in taxes on
that sale because they don’t want to
have to pay all those taxes for that
asset they spent their whole life build-
ing up, trying to make ends meet, try-
ing to create a nest egg for themselves.
When you put a fair capital gains rate
on that sale, which is today 15 per-
cent—which is the fair rate which was
put into place by President Bush’s pro-
posals—then people are willing to go
out and sell that asset.

When they sell that asset, what hap-
pens? Two things which are very good
for the Federal Government happen.
No. 1, capital gains occur so we get rev-
enues; otherwise, we would not get
those revenues because people would
just sit on those assets; they are not
going to sell them and pay the high tax
rate. When you have a fair tax rate,
they sell them, the Federal Govern-
ment gets the revenues, and the second
thing that happens is they take that
new money they have from the sale of
that asset and reinvest it. By human
nature, they reinvest it in something
that is more productive. So you have a
more productive society, where capital
assets are being used more effectively,
and as a result you get this great job
creation and this economic growth.

In fact, in the area of capital gains,
we have seen a dramatic increase in
revenues. Capital gains have increased
over what the projection was by CBO,
the Congressional Budget Office, by 47
percent. It is a huge jump in revenues
we didn’t expect—or at least the Con-
gressional Budget Office didn’t ex-
pect—but which we received because
human nature kicked in and people
were willing to sell assets, take that
money and reinvest it in things that
are productive, create jobs, and as a re-
sult we got those revenues. That is why
today the Federal Government is actu-
ally getting more in revenues than it
got under the old tax law where the
rates were a lot higher. That is why we
have gotten more economic expansion,
more jobs. That is the good news.

From the other side of the aisle we
hear this constant patter: The rich are
not paying enough taxes, and these tax
laws are disproportionate in their ap-
plication. I think we need to talk about
that a little bit because let’s see what
has happened as a result of reducing
these tax rates.
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Basically, what has happened is that
even with the lower tax rates today,
wealthy people are paying more in rev-
enues to the Federal Government than
at any time in history. Today the top
20 percent of people in this country
who have income are paying about 85
percent of the tax burden.

Let me restate that. The top 20 per-
cent of people with income in this
country are paying 85 percent of the
Federal tax burden. Under the Clinton
years, the top 20 percent of people with
income paid 81 percent of the Federal
tax burden. So even though we have
cut rates, we have actually created
more revenues from high-income indi-
viduals.

Again, you are going to say: How
does that happen? Again, it is called
human nature. If you have a high-in-
come situation, individuals with a high
income, they could either invest in op-
portunities which are going to produce
taxable events or not produce taxable
events. They have the position to do
that. So if you have a fair tax rate they
will take the risk. They will make the
decision. They will be the entre-
preneurs who create the job. As a re-
sult, they will make an investment
which is taxable. But if you have a tax
rate that is too high, which is what the
other side of the aisle likes to have,
then you basically create an atmos-
phere where these folks are going to go
out and invest a fair amount of their
money in things that are tax avoid-
ance, legal tax avoidance but tax
avoidance. They are going to invest in
nontaxable events, stocks and bonds
that do not generate income to them
that is taxable.

What we have done is we have cre-
ated a tax law where essentially high-
income people are willing to go out and
take risks and do it in a taxable way
that generates revenue back to the
United States. As a result, we have the
top 20 percent of American income
earners pay more in taxes today, sig-
nificantly more than they did under
the Clinton years.

The alternative is also fairly inter-
esting. At the low end of the income
scale, the bottom 40 percent of people
who have income do not basically pay
income taxes. Obviously, they pay
withholding taxes, but as a practical
matter that segment of our society
pays virtually nothing in income taxes.
They get money back, in fact, on the
earned-income tax credit and other
benefits the Federal Government puts
in place.

Under the law today, under President
Bush’s law, those bottom 40 percent of
income earners are now getting about
twice as much back from the Federal
Government as they did under the Clin-
ton years. So what is the combined ef-
fect of these two facts, of these two
things? The tax law—even though we
are generating a lot more revenue for
the Federal Government, even though
we are well over that mean number of
18.2 percent of gross national product,
even though we have had jumps in rev-
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enue of 11 percent, 9 percent, 15 per-
cent—we actually have a tax law today
that is generating more revenue but is
also more progressive. High-income in-
dividuals are paying more of the tax
burden. Low-income people are getting
more money back from the Federal
Government.

There is another factor that needs to
be pointed out, and that is what is hap-
pening to senior citizens. Senior citi-
zens disproportionately benefit from a
low dividend tax rate. Why? It is log-
ical, obviously. Most seniors are re-
tired. If they have income, it is going
to be Social Security, some pension
program, or dividends, and most pen-
sion programs also involve dividends.
So senior citizens are really the people
who are benefiting the most from a low
dividend tax rate. Yet the folks on the
other side of the aisle have just passed
a budget where they want to jump the
tax rate on dividends by 100 percent.
They want to go from a 15-percent tax
rate to a 30-percent tax rate on divi-
dends. Who are they going to hit? They
are going to hit senior citizens, pri-
marily. That is the people they are
going to hit.

If you look at the proposals from the
other side of the aisle, they come out
of a 1930s philosophy of economics,
which was pretty soundly rejected in
the 1960s, the 1970s, the 1980s, and the
1990s, but they are still attracted to it.

It is a theory that says you just raise
taxes. The Federal Government will
get more money, and we will spend it
for you. In other words, there is a the-
ory that says we are smarter than you.
We have been elected to the Senate. We
are good members of the Democratic
Party. We know more than you know.
Therefore, we should take your money
and we should spend it for you and we
can spend it more effectively than you
can spend it.

That is a philosophy that should and
has been rejected as we move toward a
much more market-oriented economy.
It is also a philosophy that presumes
the higher taxes always generate more
revenue to the Federal Government,
which is not true. Higher taxes, actu-
ally, in many instances reduce reve-
nues to the Federal Government be-
cause they reduce economic activity.
They certainly reduce expansion of the
economy, and they reduce the creation
of jobs.

Three Presidents have proved beyond
any reasonable doubt when you lower
income tax rates, you generate eco-
nomic expansion because people are
just people. They just have common
sense. If they know they are going to
be able to keep more of their money,
they are willing to go out and work
harder to get more money. But they
also know if the Federal Government is
going to take more of their money, and
a disproportionate amount of their
money, they are not going to work
quite so hard. They are not going to
take that risk. They are not going to
create that restaurant or open that lit-
tle small business, create those jobs,
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because they don’t want to have to pay
all of their money to the Federal Gov-
ernment.

President Kennedy knew that and
that is why he cut income tax rates
and was successful in generating rev-
enue to the Federal Government. Presi-
dent Reagan knew that and he cut in-
come tax rates. As a result, the rev-
enue to the Federal Government
jumped and the economy expanded.
President Bush has shown it once
again: Cut income tax rates, expand
the economy, and as a result get a fair
tax level and human nature kicks in
and revenues flow into the Federal
Treasury.

What is wunique about President
Bush’s initiatives is that at the same
time he has cut rates, he created this
much more progressive system which I
just outlined. The fact that high-in-
come taxpayers are now paying so
much more of the Federal share of in-
come taxes than they did under the
Clinton years, and lower income indi-
viduals are getting much more back
than they did under the Clinton years,
makes for a more progressive system.
It also disproportionately benefits sen-
ior citizens, people on fixed incomes,
because of the dividend rate.

Unfortunately, though, we now have
the Democrats presenting to us a budg-
et which wants to take us to the
French path, which essentially is going
to dramatically increase the cost to
the Federal Government, to Ameri-
cans, and as a result dramatically in-
crease the tax level on Americans. We
will go down that path that France has
gone down.

I have to tell you, it doesn’t work in
France. Productivity is not up in
France. Jobs are not being created in
France. People don’t want to go out
and work harder in France. And they
certainly do not have a more progres-
sive or effective economic system than
we have in the United States.

I think we should reject the Demo-
cratic approach under their budget of
raising taxes and stay with this tax law
that is raising so much new revenue
and is so progressive and has such a
strong benefit for senior citizens.

I yield the floor.

I make a point of order a quorum is
not present.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CASEY). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.



S6086

WATER RESOURCES
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 2007

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 1495, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1495) to provide for the con-
servation and development of water and re-
lated resources, to authorize the Secretary
of the Army to construct various projects for
improvements to rivers and harbors of the
United States, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Boxer/Inhofe amendment No. 1065, in the
nature of a substitute.

Boxer (for Feingold) amendment No. 1086
(to amendment No. 1065), to establish a
Water Resources Commission to prioritize
water resources projects in the United
States.

Reid (for Levin/Reid) amendment No. 1097
(to the language proposed to be stricken by
amendment No. 1065), to provide for military
readiness and benchmarks relative to Iraq.

Reid amendment No. 1098 (to amendment
No. 1097), to provide for a transition of the
Iraq mission.

Coburn amendment No. 1089 (to amend-
ment No. 1065), to prioritize Federal spending
to ensure the needs of Louisiana residents
who lost their homes as a result of Hurri-
canes Katrina and Rita are met before spend-
ing money to design or construct a non-
essential visitors center.

Coburn amendment No. 1090 (to amend-
ment No. 1065), to prioritize Federal spending
to ensure the residents of the city of Sac-
ramento are protected from the threat of
floods before spending money to add sand to
beaches in San Diego.

AMENDMENT NO. 1090

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the time until 11:45
a.m. shall be equally divided for debate
with respect to amendment No. 1090 be-
tween the Senator from California and
the Senator from Oklahoma or their
designees.

The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I have a
parliamentary inquiry because I don’t
know when my ranking member will be
here. Do I understand the Chair cor-
rectly that I would have 15 minutes
and he would have 15 minutes, so I
should conclude my remarks after such
time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California has 13 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Presiding Offi-
cer please let me know when that time
has come?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am
pleased that the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 2007 is on the floor of
the Senate and that Members on both
sides of the aisle are very supportive of
this legislation. This legislation au-
thorizes the projects and policies of the
Civil Works Program of the Army
Corps of Engineers. Again, it has very
strong support across party lines.

I think it is important for the Senate
to know, as well as the American peo-
ple, that this bill is long overdue.
Seven years ago, we passed the last
WRDA bill. What does that mean? It
means that very important flood con-
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trol projects, wetlands restoration, en-
vironmental projects, clean water
projects—so many of these projects
have been delayed. When we are talk-
ing about the Nation’s economy and
public safety and the environment,
these are things we all want to address.
We address them in this bill. The beau-
ty of it is that although Senator
INHOFE and I have some deep dif-
ferences on issues, this is one bill we
both strongly support, and across the
board we see support.

Every day I have come to the floor to
talk about WRDA. I have stressed the
strong support in the country for this
legislation. I read yesterday from var-
ious letters of support. I want to call to
Senators’ attention—when they arrive
to vote on the first amendment, which
I hope we will all be opposing, or at
least the vast majority of us—on their
desks they will find, due to the good
work of our pages, the letters of sup-
port I referred to yesterday. We have
an amazing coalition. We have the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers
supporting this bill. We have the Amer-
ican Farm Bureau Federation sup-
porting this legislation, with a direct
letter. We have a letter from the Na-
tional Waterways Conference sup-
porting this bill. We have the Audubon
Society supporting this legislation. For
those who may not be aware, it is a so-
ciety of more than 1 million members
and supporters who work very hard to
restore America’s natural resources.
We have them supporting this bill. We
have the American Society of Civil En-
gineers supporting this bill. We have
the National Construction Alliance,
which is made up of the Laborers Inter-
national Union, the International
Union of Operating Engineers, and the
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and
Joiners of America. This is about as
broad a coalition as we can have. It
concludes with a letter from the Asso-
ciated General Contractors of America.
We have a bill that, as the National
Construction Alliance says, is a $13.9
billion authorization of Corps projects
which is a necessary first step in ad-
dressing our country’s serious backlog
of water projects, from harbor improve-
ment, to flood protection, to lock and
dam construction, dredging, and envi-
ronmental infrastructure.

That is what we address in this very
important bill.

We certainly have many contentious
debates on the floor of this Senate. We
are going to have one again on Iraq. It
tugs at the heartstrings. It is very dif-
ficult. But this is one piece of legisla-
tion which should not be difficult for
us. Senator INHOFE and I share a com-
mitment to shoring up our Nation’s in-
frastructure, including our water re-
sources. We have a true partnership on
this issue. I hope colleagues will join
with us, as we work through the
amendments. There will be some
amendments we can support, but we
have made a pact that even if there are
some amendments each of us individ-
ually supports, if the four top members
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of the Environment and Public Works
Committee have not agreed on them,
we will be forced to vote no. This is not
a pleasant situation for either of us.
We think it is the way to maintain the
delicate balance of the legislation, be-
cause the bill is a product of biparti-
sanship.

I mentioned the other two members
of the committee who have worked so
hard, Senators BAUCUS and ISAKSON. I
thank them.

The whole country is looking to see
what we do to help the victims of Hur-
ricane Katrina and what we do to move
forward so that we don’t see another
tragedy as we witnessed recently.
About 25 percent of this bill is directed
at Louisiana. We have gone very far to
meet their needs. We do understand we
haven’t done 100 percent of what they
need, but there will be other WRDAsSs,
and there may well be a couple of
amendments on which we can move
forward. We don’t know at this par-
ticular point.

We have waited 7 long years for this
bill. We are going to be having a vote
at a quarter of 12.

Before I yield to my good friend and
colleague, the ranking member of the
committee, for his comments, I hope
everyone will join in voting no on the
Coburn amendment. What he does in
his amendment is, he has decided—and
he is here in the Chamber now—that
one of the projects in California should
wait until another project in California
is totally funded.

I call this amendment the Russian
roulette amendment because the
project he wants to delay is an impor-
tant project in the San Diego area. It is
the city of Imperial Beach. There is a
very important project the Corps is
recommending where the local match
will be paid—the initial stages, 30 per-
cent; the final stages, 50 percent. We
are talking about protecting 2,083 busi-
nesses. There are 812 nonrental prop-
erty businesses and 1,271 rental prop-
erties. We are talking about 22 retail
businesses, 217 businesses located along
the beachfront, 195 are rental, and 19
businesses near the shoreline. What we
are talking about doing is a project
that is so cost-effective, it has met
every criteria. It has gone through
every phase. We received a letter from
the mayor which clearly states they
will be picking up their share.

This is a project which needs to move
forward. You don’t say to somebody in
the southern part of a State: You don’t
deserve this flood protection until
someone in the northern part of the
State gets flood protection. We have to
do it all. This is the United States of
America. California, if we were a na-
tion, would be the fifth largest econ-
omy in the world.

All Members have a right to their
opinion and a right to offer amend-
ments. I support my colleague’s right
to do so. But it is absolutely wrong. He
will present it as some kind of a beach
project. He makes it sound as if what
we are doing is protecting a beach.
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Nothing could be further from the
truth. We are using the replenishment
in this project as a way to absorb the
floodwaters.

I will speak for a minute on this
later. I hope we will have a resounding
“no” vote. Every Member has a right
to say what he or she thinks belongs in
this bill. But this bill has gone through
a rigorous process. We don’t have any-
thing in here that doesn’t meet the cri-
teria. Senator INHOFE was very strong
on that. I agreed with him completely.

With my time waning, I yield the
floor and look forward to a strong ‘‘no”’
vote on the Coburn amendment in 15
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I yield myself such
time as I may consume. As I under-
stand, we are now dividing time equal-
ly between the junior Senator from
Oklahoma and the committee; is that

correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. INHOFE. How much time re-

mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California has 3 minutes 20
seconds remaining.

Mr. INHOFE. We have a total of 3
minutes left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California has 3 minutes 20
seconds. The junior Senator from OKkla-
homa has 13 minutes. The time is di-
vided between Senator COBURN and
Senator BOXER. Senator COBURN has 13
minutes.

Mr. INHOFE. The main thing I want
to get across, I can’t get across in 3
minutes. But I can tell you right now—
and by the way, the reason I wasn’t
here earlier is that I have been, in the
last 3 days, in Iraq. And by the way,
good things are happening there in
spite of what the press will tell you.

I came back somewhat shocked to see
some of these amendments because,
quite frankly, a lot of people don’t un-
derstand the process. I don’t want any-
one out there watching what we are
doing today saying that we are Killing
some useless project. It has nothing to
do with that. This is an authorization
bill. I will make this clear, but I can’t
do it in this time unless the Senator
from OKklahoma would like to yield 5
minutes of his time.

Mr. COBURN. Sure.

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator.

The amendment we will be talking
about is the Imperial Beach amend-
ment. I have to remind my colleagues,
as I did in the steering committee last
Thursday, this is not an appropriations
bill. What we are doing here today is
not going to change anything at all in
terms of money. I don’t want anyone
thinking we will have some useless
project or spend money on it. We are
not doing it with this bill today. We
may be doing it in the future. We may
be doing it when the appropriations
bills come up. I may be opposing it at
that time.
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But all we are doing through the
WRDA bill is we allow ourselves the
opportunity to make sure there is some
level of discipline in putting projects
forward that people will eventually be
voting on. They are not going to be
voting on them today. This is the au-
thorization process.

Now, we have criteria. We have to
have an engineer’s report from the
Corps of Engineers. It has to say it is
economically feasible, it takes care of
the environmental problems—all these
things—and it ensures there is cost
sharing.

Let me tell you what would happen if
we did not do this. If we did not do it,
and we had everyone coming up, swap-
ping out their deals, and saying: I have
a project over here; it is my sweetheart
project; the Corps of Engineers has
never been there. We don’t care. No one
has ever evaluated it, but this is my
humble opinion, since we are here in
Washington making all these decisions
in violation of what people back home
want. Then we will have a project.

That is the alternative. This is the
same as the transportation authoriza-
tion bill. There we had criteria where
we would talk about the qualifications
of various projects, and they would
have to be in that criteria. Then we
would bring it up later on and decide
whether we were going to fund these
things.

Now, on the project that is going to
take place at Imperial Beach, it was
authorized. The Corps recommended
this storm damage reduction project
because it is technically sound, eco-
nomically justified, environmentally
acceptable, and it will have the local
cost share.

I have a letter from the mayor of Im-
perial Beach saying this is what they
want out there. It may not be what
they want in Washington, but this is
what they want.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CITY OF IMPERIAL BEACH, CA
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR,
July 18, 2002.
Colonel RICHARD G. THOMPSON,
Los Angeles District Engineer, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, Los Angeles, CA.

DEAR COLONEL THOMPSON: This letter
should serve as a formal indication of inter-
est and intent by the City of Imperial Beach
to proceed with the recommended project in-
dicated in the Silver Strand Shoreline, Impe-
rial Beach, California Draft General Re-
evaluation Report dated, June 2002.

The City of Imperial Beach is willing and
able to provide all non-Federal requirements
of the project including 36% of the cost to
construct the initial project and 50% of the
construction costs for each renourishment
cycle.

It is anticipated that funds for the local
share of initial construction will come from
$4.2 million currently earmarked for this
project in the California State Department
of Boating and Waterways FY 2002/2003 budg-
et.
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We thank you for your continued interest
in this worthwhile project.
Sincerely,
DIANE ROSE,
Mayor.

Mr. INHOFE. Hopefully, when we get
down toward the end of the debate,
after I hear what my colleague says
about this issue, I will use more time.

I yield the floor.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise today with Senator BOXER in oppo-
sition to the Coburn amendment. This
amendment limits our ability to appro-
priate funding to projects in our State,
and I would ask all Senators to vote
against the amendment.

My colleagues may remember that
during consideration of the fiscal year
2006 emergency supplemental, we had
an extended debate over flood control
projects in the bill for California be-
cause Senator COBURN offered an
amendment to strip them out of the
bill. I understand that yesterday, Sen-
ator COBURN acknowledged that he
made a mistake in opposing the Sac-
ramento River Bank project, which he
now believes was legitimate emergency
funding. However, he has now offered
another amendment affecting Cali-
fornia and this same project.

Senator COBURN’s amendment would
require that the Army Corps complete
its work on the Sacramento riverbank
flood control project before it can
begin any work on the Imperial Beach
replenishment project. These two
projects are separated by 500 miles and
have no relation to each other, except
that both protect homes and families.

I would like to briefly discuss these
two projects. The Sacramento river
bank flood protection project is a long-
term levee restoration project. The
project area is along 210 miles of the
Sacramento River that is constantly at
risk of erosion. Areas protected by the
levees comprise over 1 million acres, 50
communities, $38 billion worth of im-
provements, and approximately 2.3 mil-
lion people.

The Corps of Engineers is dan-
gerously close to the ceiling set in the
current authorization, with many more
projects to be done. Senator BOXER and
I support language in this bill to in-
crease the Corps’ authorization by an-
other 80,000 linear feet. It will be sev-
eral years before the Corps will reach
that threshold if we are able to fund
the project at full capability annually.

Yesterday, Senator COBURN referred
to our discussion last year and that I
had said that life and property lay in
the balance with the restoration of
these levees. I would say to my col-
leagues that statement also holds true
on other projects to protect homes in a
different part of my State that Senator
COBURN will inhibit with this amend-
ment.

Imperial Beach is a small city adja-
cent to the U.S./Mexico border and just
south of San Diego Bay and the naval
installations on Coronado. Its beach,
the Silver Strand, is losing 100,000
cubic yards of sand per year, cor-
responding to a loss of 6.6 feet of beach.
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So much shoreline has been lost that
there is no longer dry beach at high
tide, leaving only a small embankment
between the ocean and homes. At the
current retreat rate, the shoreline
could reach homes within the year. A
high-tide storm event in Imperial
Beach could affect 3,000 homes within 3
blocks of the coast. Already these
homes have experienced flooding and
structural damage and the soil is high-
ly erosive and receding—the problem in
Imperial Beach is now, and we cannot
wait years to address it.

The problem is that the beach is no
longer the recipient of sand from its
natural sources. First, there is a lack
of sediment transfer from the Tijuana
River because of three dams, two on
the American side and one on the Mexi-
can side, which have stopped the his-
torical flow of sediment to the shore-
line. Second, the Army Corps-built
jetty that protects San Diego harbor
also disrupts the flow of sand.

Yesterday, Senator COBURN stated
that he believes the replenishment of
this beach is a State responsibility. As
we all know, all of these projects are
cost-shared with the State or localities
involved. The State of California al-
ready has $4.2 million on the table for
this project as soon as it is authorized.
So the State’s commitment is there.

The residents and local government
are also doing their fair share to shoul-
der the costs. The Army Corps of Engi-
neers has determined that every dollar
spent avoiding storm damage through
beach nourishment will save taxpayers
close to $2.00. The total net benefit this
project provides due to annual costs
from structural damage due to erosion,
wave attack, or inundation costs, util-
ity relocation costs, land loss, cleanup
costs and other items related to the
loss of sand will be at least $1.8 million.

There are hundreds of very important
projects authorized in this bill, and
many States have multiple projects.
This amendment would set the dan-
gerous precedent of requiring vital
projects to wait until other projects in
the same State are completed. Not
only does this have the potential to in-
crease Federal costs if we have to re-
spond to disasters that could have been
prevented, but it removes our discre-
tion to evaluate projects independ-
ently, regardless of where they are lo-
cated.

Senator COBURN has now decided that
securing levees in my State is a high
priority. It certainly is. However, I do
not agree with him that homes and
families behind river levees are more
important than homes and families be-
hind an ocean beach. I hope that my
colleagues will join with us to oppose
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, to make
sure everybody understands, this is not
an amendment that eliminates this
project. As I complimented the Senator
from California and the Senator from
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Oklahoma yesterday, the idea behind
this amendment is to make priorities.

What do we know? We know the
Corps has a $58 billion backlog right
now. That is 274 years of work at the
way the Corps is funded now. All this
amendment says is, if you are in a fam-
ily and you need a new roof, and you
want to build a swimming pool, prob-
ably most American families are going
to put the roof on before they build the
swimming pool.

Sacramento has 1.8 million people. It
is the largest city in this country at
risk for flood damage. The canals and
levees up there need to be reworked.
All this amendment says is before we
restore beaches—by the way, let me
give a little background. The last time
there was any flood damage at Imperial
Beach was 1988. The total damage was
$500,000 in 1988.

What we do know is, when you re-
store the sand, one winter storm will
wipe it all out. That is why this is a 50-
year project. This is planned to restore
sand after sand after sand after sand
for the next 50 years. It may be the
right thing to do, but in terms of mak-
ing a choice about priorities, wouldn’t
we think that before we restore sand
that is going to be washed away by the
next winter storm, maybe we ought to
ensure ourselves that the people in
Sacramento are safe. So this does not
eliminate this project.

I also go back to the history on this
project. What is the Corps’ No. 1 way of
fixing this project? It is not to con-
tinue to pump sand onto the beach. It
is to have an extended growing out
until the beach redevelops and replen-
ishes itself, which was proposed and
never finalized before they completed
the environmental impact statement
on it. That is the way to restore the
sand to the beach in a natural way.

So what we have is we are going to
take a low-priority item—very high-
priority item for some of the people of
Imperial Beach, CA, not all of them—
we were submitted a letter yesterday
by a large group of people who oppose
this—and we are going to say that is as
important in terms of authorization as
fixing the levee system in Sacramento.
It is not.

All this amendment says is before
you start spending money on restoring
sand that is going to be washed away
by the next winter storm, you ought to
fix the levees where you have 1.8 mil-
lion people at real risk for flood. It is
the largest city in the United States at
risk. It has a greater risk of flood than
New Orleans. It has an 85-year risk
compared to a 250-year risk in New Or-
leans.

By this amendment, we are not say-
ing do not do this. We are saying, let’s
add some priorities. Let’s fix what is
wrong in a major levee system first.
Let’s have, in this bill, that we are
going to choose a priority rather than
to send all this to the Corps, which is
27 years behind right now on their
projects—will be another 7% to 8 years
after this bill passes—and say, on the
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way of priorities, the priority that
ought to go first is fixing the levee sys-
tem in Sacramento. It is not to degrade
that this is not needed. I am not saying
it is not needed. I am saying, with lim-
ited funds, we ought to have a priority.

Many people will argue they will
make that decision at the Appropria-
tions Committee. The authorizing bill
right now is on the floor. I support
many of the projects in this bill. But I
think a case can be made, and the
American people would demand, we
cannot quit ducking priorities. It is
easy to say to do everything, as the
Senator from California said yesterday.
The only problem with that is, we can-
not do everything. We cannot do every-
thing, so we have to make a choice. We
ought to do those things that will pro-
tect the most people, solve the biggest
problems first, and then work to the
smaller problems.

In 1988 was the last time we ever had
any storm damage at Imperial Beach,
CA. It was in the midst of storm dam-
age that was less than $500,000. We are
going to be talking about in excess of
$20 million for this beach at the same
time we have levees that need to be re-
worked and reaffirmed in Sacramento.

This amendment is common sense.
Let’s do what is most important first,
and when we have done that, then go
do this. Let’s do not do them both at
the same time, quite frankly, because
it will never happen at the same time,
because we only have $2 billion a year
for the Corps now and there are hun-
dreds of projects in this country that
should be done before this project.

With that, Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, there
has been some misinformation. The
last flooding and very bad winter storm
was in 2004, and we have all that docu-
mented—in the hundreds of thousands
of dollars—in this area. I understand
Senator COBURN wants to substitute
his opinion for the opinion of the
Corps, but I want to go through, with
my colleagues who might be listening
to this debate, how many steps this
project has already been through, as
have all the projects we have agreed to
fund.

So the WRDA bill is 7 years in the
making.

Mr. President, will you tell me when
I have 1 minute remaining because 1
want to yield that minute to Senator
INHOFE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
at 1:10 now.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, 1:10 re-
maining? I thought I had 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
INHOFE used a minute of that.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we be given an
additional 3 minutes, and the same for
Senator COBURN, if he wishes to re-
spond.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mrs. BOXER. I am going to take 2
minutes, and then we will see if Sen-
ator COBURN wants to respond, and
then we will give the last minute to
Senator INHOFE.

There is a lot of misinformation
about the flooding here. There is also
the implication that this is not an im-
portant project, when I have already
pointed out how many businesses are
at risk, how many residences.

This project has gone through so
many steps. First, the local people
said: We want to step forward and pay
toward solving this problem. Then, the
Corps said: You are right. Let’s do a
cost-benefit study and see if it makes
sense for Federal dollars to go into the
mix. Well, it came back: Absolutely.
Then they said: What is the best type
of project? Should we build walls?
What should we do? No. They said: The
best type of project is to utilize the
sand as a natural barrier to these
floods.

What we are desperately trying to do
is complete this project because we are
very concerned we could have even a
worse problem than we had in 2004.

As much as I respect my colleague, 1
feel his judgment is not something I
can accept. I cannot look in the eyes of
the people who have been fighting for
this project since 2003 and say to them
they do not deserve to get any atten-
tion paid to their problem until Sac-
ramento is taken care of.

I have to say to my friend, in going
after this project the way he is, it
seems to me he is picking one project
out of a hat, which is extremely dis-
turbing.

Mr. President, I know there are those
who need to go over to the White
House, so I will stop my discussion. I
think I have enough information in the
RECORD to have colleagues join with
me.

I say, if Senator COBURN has any-
thing to add at this time, I will reserve
the minute for Senator INHOFE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I am
not going after the project. The project
stays. I think the Senator from Cali-
fornia misses the point. This beach had
restoration done by the city last year.
It washed away. The sand they put up
there will wash away. It is a temporary
fix to a long-term program. That is
why they have a 50-year authorization
for restoring this beach, because it is
going to continue to wash away be-
cause they are not fixing it in the way
the Corps originally recommended it be
fixed.

It is not about picking on this
project. It is about, again, shouldn’t we
have priorities? Isn’t it more impor-
tant to fix Sacramento and the levee
system there than this particular
project, which has been repaired of late
by the city with their own funds? I am
not saying we should eliminate it; I am
saying we should not do this until we
have done the other things that are
higher priority on the Corps’ Ilist,
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which No. 1 in my mind, besides what
we need to do in Louisiana, is to re-
store the levee system in Sacramento.

With that, Mr. President, I yield
back.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, is the
Senator yielding back time?

All right. In deference to some other
things that are going on right now, I
will go ahead and yield back my time
at this moment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is
amendment No. 1090.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN),
the Senator from Ohio, (Mr. BROWN),
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
JOHNSON), the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. OBAMA), and the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER), are
necessarily absent.

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT), the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. DOLE), the Senator South
Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON), and the
Senator from Arizona, (Mr. MCCAIN).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT) would have voted ‘‘yea’” and
the Senator from North Carolina (Mrs.
DoLE) would have voted ‘“‘nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 12,
nays 77, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 163 Leg.]

on agreeing to

YEAS—12
Bunning Ensign Lugar
Burr Feingold Sessions
Chambliss Gregg Smith
Coburn Lott Sununu

NAYS—T7
Akaka Crapo Levin
Alexander Dodd Lieberman
Allard Domenici Lincoln
Baucus Dorgan Martinez
Bayh Durbin McCaskill
Bennett Enzi McConnell
Bingaman Feinstein Menendez
Bond Grassley Mikulski
Boxer Hagel Murkowski
Byrd Harkin Murray
Cantwell Hatch Nelson (FL)
Cardin Hutchison Nelson (NE)
Carper Inhofe Pryor
Casey Inouye Reed
Clinton Kennedy Reid
Cochran Kerry Roberts
Coleman Klobuchar Salazar
Collins Kohl Sanders
Conrad Kyl Schumer
Corker Landrieu Shelby
Cornyn Lautenberg Snowe
Craig Leahy Specter
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Stabenow Thune Webb
Stevens Vitter Whitehouse
Tester Voinovich Wyden
Thomas Warner
NOT VOTING—11

Biden Dole McCain
Brown Graham Obama
Brownback Isakson Rockefeller
DeMint Johnson

The amendment (No. 1090) was re-
jected.

Mrs. BOXER. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. DURBIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleagues for that overwhelming
vote. I view it as a vote that basically
says this bill is a good bill. Let’s not
tinker with this bill unless there is
pretty quick agreement on both sides
that it is the right kind of amendment.
This wasn’t the right kind of amend-
ment. We appreciate this vote.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at 2:15 p.m. today, Senator
CARDIN be recognized to call up amend-
ment No. 1072; that once the amend-
ment is reported by number, there be 5
minutes under the control of Senator
CARDIN, and that upon the use or yield-
ing back of time, the amendment be
withdrawn; that the Senate then re-
sume consideration of the Coburn
amendment No. 1089, and there be 2
minutes of debate prior to a vote in re-
lation to the amendment; that upon
disposition of the Coburn amendment
No. 1089, the Senate consider the Fein-
gold amendment No. 1086, and there be
5 minutes of debate prior to a vote in
relation to the amendment, with all de-
bate time equally divided and con-
trolled in the usual form; that prior to
a vote in relation to the amendments
covered in this agreement, no inter-
vening amendments be in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
Members be recognized to speak as in
morning business: Senators DoODD,
INOUYE, ALEXANDER, and LEVIN and
that after that the Senate stand in re-
cess.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

100TH BIRTHDAY OF FORMER
SENATOR THOMAS DODD

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am
speaking today, as I have for the past
26 years, at the desk my father used
during his 12 years as a Member of the
Senate, from 1959 to 1971. I would like
to think that this surface still bears
some of the marks he might have made
in an idle moment. As he did almost 50
years ago, I too have etched my name
in this desk drawer.
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Today I rise to speak of my father,
for it was on this day, May 15, 1907, 100
years ago, that my father was born. I

have two young daughters, Grace and
Christina. They never knew their
grandfather. For my girls, he is a

painting that hangs in my office,
photos in our home, or stories over din-
ner.

I try to explain, as parents and
grandparents do, what their grand-
father meant to me, who he was, what
he did. I must say, it is hard to find the
words. Some of my father’s 12 grand-
children were lucky enough to know
him. Even so, memory fades; but on
this day, his 100th birthday, I wish to
call up his memory as a gift to you, his
grandchildren, and 17 great-grand-
children.

Like so many of his generation, born
in the early years of the last century,
my father, Thomas Dodd, had to over-
come hardships—the death of his moth-
er at an early age, the collapse of his
father’s business, the Depression years.
Yet so much like his generation, hard
jolts and trying experiences trans-
formed and molded a man who would
make a significant contribution to his
country and our world.

As the Connecticut State director of
the National Youth Administration in
the early days of the New Deal at the
height of the Great Depression, he
helped young men and women find
work—any work. As an FBI agent and
then lawyer in the Justice Department,
your grandfather and great-grand-
father pursued notorious gangsters and
prosecuted those who denied others
their civil rights. He helped create the
Civil Rights Division of the Justice De-
partment and brought to justice those
who committed fraud and espionage.
All those experiences were valuable
contributions to helping those in need
and bringing to justice those who did
harm.

But none of those experiences com-
pared to what he called the most im-
portant work of his life: his role as ex-
ecutive counsel under Justice Robert
Jackson at the Nuremberg trials. By
his own admission, this was the most
important work of his career. It also
was his most important, most life-
changing event.

For almost 18 months, from the sum-
mer of 1945 to the fall of 1946, he con-
fronted those who were the authors of
the worst evil of the 20th century,
maybe ever. As one of the leading pros-
ecutors in the most important trial of
the 20th century, your grandfather and
great-grandfather demonstrated the su-
premacy of the rule of law over venge-
ance. Or, as Justice Robert Jackson
said at the opening of those trials:

That four great nations, flushed with vic-
tory and stung with injury, stay the hand of
vengeance and voluntarily submit their cap-
tive enemies to the judgment of law is one of
the most significant tributes that power has
ever paid to reason.

From the Nuremberg years, your
grandfather and great-grandfather
emerged as one of the sharpest defend-
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ers of human rights in his day and an
outspoken crusader against tyranny in
all its forms. To those who suffered
under the domination of the Soviet
Union, there was no more valiant
voice. To this day, he is remembered
warmly by those who suffered under
dictatorial regimes.

During his 16 years in Congress, first
in the House of Representatives and 12
years in the Senate at this very desk,
Thomas Dodd worked hard to make a
difference in the lives of people every-
where who needed a champion.

Your grandfather’s and great-grand-
father’s career did not end as he want-
ed it. He did not leave this desk as he
would have liked. In 1970, he ran for an-
other term and lost. ‘““Those who fight
the times,” it was said of him, ‘‘do not
always have an easy end.”’

He returned to his home in Con-
necticut, and shortly after he died, 30
years before you were born, Grace and
Christina. At the end of his life, his
obituary was headlined ‘A Lonely
Fighter.” It struck me as such an odd
word for my father, who was such a
wonderful storyteller, surrounded cra-
dle to grave by a great big Irish Catho-
lic family. I don’t recall my father
being alone a day of his life. And yet in
his public life he had the politician’s
rarest virtue: he wasn’t afraid to be
alone.

However important and interesting
your grandfather and great grand-
father’s life was, it is a terrible injus-
tice to merely recite the chronology of
his experiences. Even more important
than what he did was the kind of per-
son he was. Thomas Dodd was prin-
cipled and courageous, fearless in the
face of injustice, and outspoken in his
defense of those in need. He was ahead
of his time in so many ways—as an ad-
vocate for national health care, a pro-
ponent of sensible gun safety laws, an
early voice warning of the effect of vio-
lence on television and the dangers of
drug addiction, and a defender of those
whose human rights were being denied.

Your grandfather and great-grand-
father loved your grandmother and
great-grandmother so much. He loved
his children very much, as well. But
the deep love for my mother was spe-
cial to behold.

He was loyal to his hometown of Nor-
wich, CT, and he cared deeply about
the people of our home State. Thomas
Dodd was a person of deep faith and a
lifelong friend to many. He was proud
of his family, and how proud he would
be of his grandchildren and what they
have accomplished and of the contribu-
tion you and his great grandchildren
will make to your world.

Sixty-one years ago next month my
father wrote the following words to my
mother about his experience at Nurem-
berg. He was proud of what he had done
at Nuremberg. While the words were
addressed to his children, they also
speak to his grandchildren and great
grandchildren.

I feel badly about you being alone with the
children, but I'm doing the right thing and I
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feel sure we will not regret it. I will never do
anything as worthwhile. Some day the boys
will point to it, I hope, and be proud and in-
spired by it.

Only a few weeks before his death, in
May of 1971, my father did an interview
with a local Connecticut reporter. I
was sitting in the room that day when
the reporter asked if my father had
known at the outset of his public life,
when it began in 1932, how it would
end, would he do it over again? I shall
never forget his unhesitating answer:

I would do it again in a minute, for there
is no other calling where you can do as much
for as many people as you can in a public
life.

My father’s answer has been the
source of inspiration for me over these
past 32 years in public service. So on
this, your 100th birthday, from all of
us—your six children, your son and
daughters-in-law, your 12 grand-
children and 17 great grandchildren—
we say thank you, we love you, and
happy birthday.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I didn’t
know Senator Thomas Dodd, but I
know Senator CHRISTOPHER DODD, and I
am sure Senator Thomas Dodd is smil-
ing today.

This wonderful family that Senator
CHRIS DODD has includes a wonderful
wife, Jackie, whom we know, she
worked in the Senate and was part of
the Senate family before she married
CHRIS DoDD: and these two beautiful
children, whom we in the Senate feel
are part of us, Christina and Grace, we
have watched them from the day they
were born to now in the Senate gallery,
and we really do feel they are partly
ours.

It is a rare person we find in Senator
CHRIS DoODD, who now is chairman of
the Banking Committee and doing a
wonderful job, that committee working
with the ranking member, the Senator
from Alabama, Mr. SHELBY; and then
also running for the Presidency of the
United States.

So I say to Senator CHRISTOPHER
DopD, I didn’t have the opportunity to
serve with Senator Thomas Dodd, but
in this audience today, here in the Sen-
ate, are men—and I look and see two—
who served with Senator Thomas Dodd:
Senator DAN INOUYE and Senator ROB-
ERT BYRD. I have spoken to them about
Senators in the past and, of course,
they have always mentioned Senator
Thomas Dodd because he certainly is a
man who made a difference in the Sen-
ate, as his son is doing.

One of the things that goes without
saying is the ability of Senator CHRIS-
TOPHER DODD to express himself. What
an eloquent speaker he is. This is one
of the rare times, because of the emo-
tion involved with the words that he
spoke, in which he spoke from written
text. He usually speaks off the cuff,
and he is very good. I understand how
difficult this was for him. I could tell,
from the tears in his eyes and the lump
in his throat, how much he loved his
father, his family, and how much he
loves his family today.
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Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise
today to join my leader to honor the
distinguished Senator from the State
of Connecticut, and one who I was
proud to call friend: Senator Thomas
Dodd.

Senator Tom Dodd, the father of Con-
necticut’s senior Senator, CHRISTOPHER
Dopp, would have been 100 years old
today. I would like to take a moment
to reflect upon his remarkable career.

Tom Dodd was, in many ways, the
picture of a Senator. In a tribute short-
ly after his death in 1971, a colleague
said:

His ability was outstanding and his appear-
ance was striking. With the dignity of his
bearing and the gray of his hair and his
booming resonant voice, he made an impres-
sive figure on the Senate Floor.

But there was much more to Tom
Dodd than style. Through a lifetime of
service, he brought a dedication of
fighting evil in all its forms: in racism,
in greed, in sabotage, genocide, and
tyranny. Few have piled up such an im-
pressive record.

Tom Dodd began his career as an FBI
agent tracking down some of our Na-
tion’s worst criminals. In a way, he had
something of the FBI agent about him
for the rest of his life. He was deter-
mined to give wrongdoers no quarter,
in word or in action.

During the Great Depression, he led
the National Youth Administration of
Connecticut, putting thousands of his
fellow citizens to work, and then he
joined the Department of Justice as a
prosecutor. He fought the Ku Klux
Klan, long before any Americans saw
its true nature.

In later years, he prosecuted union
busters who kept workers from bar-
gaining together for fair conditions.
And when the Second World War came,
he served with devotion on the home
front, bringing prosecutions against
German American Bundists, Nazi sym-
pathizers who tried to sabotage the war
effort.

When the Nazis had been defeated,
his country called Tom Dodd to Nur-
emberg, Germany, to help lead the his-
toric prosecution of Nazi war crimi-
nals. And Tom Dodd said yes because
he knew that Nuremberg was Amer-
ica’s chance to prove its commitment
to the rule of law. If we simply gave in
to vengeance, we would be walking in
the footsteps of those we despised, and
Tom knew intuitively that America
stood for something more.

He was quickly promoted to execu-
tive trial counsel, second only to the
lead prosecutor, Robert Jackson. Lay-
ing before the world indisputable proof
of the Nazis’ crimes, Tom and his col-
leagues succeeded. They had sacrificed
the certainty of an execution for the
uncertainty of a trial. The test was one
of principle over power—and America
passed.

Tom’s lifetime of service was
crowned with two terms in the House
and then election to the Senate. He
served in this Chamber—at the desk
now occupied by his son CHRIsS—for 12
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yvears. In the face of enormous opposi-
tion, he passed America’s first com-
prehensive gun control law. He fought
drug abuse and juvenile crime and vio-
lence on television. He protected the
homeland on the Internal Security
Subcommittee and was one of our most
eloquent voices in support of the Inter-
national Genocide Convention. Tom
Dodd said had it been in force in the
1930s, the crimes of Hitler might have
been deterred.

For the rest of his life, Tom remem-
bered what he had seen at Nuremberg.
He had seen tyranny face to face; he
had seen, as he put it, an ‘“‘autopsy of
history’s most horrible crime.”” And he
remained an enemy of tyranny for the
rest of his life. He knew, as one author
put it, that the Nazis’ ‘‘corruption of
spirit, the irresistible human addiction
to power, were like first drafts of a ter-
rible future.”” So he spoke out against
that corruption wherever it showed
itself, and against Communist tyranny
above all.

One colleague remembered that Tom
Dodd’s many foreign policy speeches
“were memorable in the annals of the
Senate for their scope and their schol-
arship, their philosophical consistency,
and their nonpartisan nature.”

True, Tom’s career did not end as he
would have wanted it. In 1970, he ran
for another term as an Independent and
lost. He returned to his home in Con-
necticut, and shortly after passed
away. But through those last, difficult
months—and I remember it well even
today—he held his head high.

Tom’s steadfast example and his elo-
quent words remain with me still. In
1950, Tom Dodd said the following:

At Nuremberg, we laid down the doctrine
that individuals are responsible for some of-
fenses. It always seemed to me that it is the
people who make up the government. Indi-
vidual people.

What holds true for the worst surely
holds for the best. Behind all of Tom’s
achievements there was an indelible in-
dividual—passionate, strong, wise, and
brave. I was privileged to call him
among my friends. I have no doubt that
he would be so proud of his children
today.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
think I am next in order, but I see
some of Senator DODD’s colleagues, and
if they want to speak to Senator DODD,
I would be happy to defer.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I would
be happy to defer to the Senator from
West Virginia, if he wishes to speak.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I Kknew
Tom Dodd. I served with Tom Dodd. He
reminded me of a Roman Senator. God
bless him. It has been quite some time
since Senators talked about the case
for censure against Senator Tom Dodd.
These remarks on the floor today bring
back to mind those difficult days.

I have grown quite close to Tom
Dodd’s son, Senator CHRIS DoODD. We
have sat next to each other in the Sen-
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ate for ten years. He is a fine Senator
and a fine man.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant majority leader is recognized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I had
not planned to speak until I heard Sen-
ator CHRIS DODD with his tribute to his
father. It brought back, quickly, an
early memory, my own memory of his
father. It goes back to an earlier time
when I was a college intern in the of-
fice of Senator Paul Douglas, whose of-
fice was next-door to Senator Dodd’s
office. I can recall, as a college stu-
dent, watching as Senator Dodd would
come and go.

Of course, we all knew his name. We
all knew what a great contribution he
had made to the Senate. It was not
until later that I read about what a
great contribution he had made to the
world.

I recall, when Senator CHRIS DODD,
his son, came to the floor when we
were in the midst of debating how we
would conduct ourselves on this war on
terror and gave one of the most memo-
rable speeches in the history of the
Senate, talking about the standards
that a nation should live by even in the
midst of a war. He recalled the inspira-
tion of his father, an inspiration that
has been mentioned several times this
morning—the service his father gave to
America and to the world at the Nur-
emberg trials.

Senator CHRIS DODD said on the floor:

To watch the U.S. Senate, on the anniver-
sary of the Nuremberg trials, step away from
the great principles enshrined at that time is
one of the saddest days I've ever seen in . . .
my almost 30 years in serving in this body.

I remembered that speech, and I
wanted to enter this quote in the
RECORD for one simple reason. We all
wonder what our legacy will be, those
of us who are fortunate enough to serve
in the Senate. In the history of this
country, 1,895 men and women have had
this high honor to serve here. Some
have faded into obscurity. Their names
can hardly be recalled. Others left
great legacies. Certainly, Senator
Thomas Dodd did, in his public service,
both before the Senate and the House,
and after and during.

But he also left another piece of leg-
acy which we in the Senate appreciate
today. He left a son dedicated to public
service, a son who has not only carried
on in his tradition of public service but
has honored his father’s memory with
that service. When CHRIS DODD came to
the floor and recalled his father’s con-
tribution in the Nuremberg trials, in a
war-torn world trying to find some
peace and some direction, he remem-
bered his father’s work and brought it
with him to work that day in the Sen-
ate. His voice on the issue of habeas
corpus and the treatment of prisoners
has been an inspiration to all of us.

As I listened to him pay tribute to
his father, a tribute which his father
richly deserved, I wanted to join pay-
ing tribute to his father and to his fa-
ther’s son who carried on in such a
great tradition of public service.
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I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I will be
very brief, I say to the Senator from
Tennessee. I was in the Chamber when
Senator DODD was paying tribute to his
father on what would have been his
100th birthday. I didn’t want to let this
moment slip by without telling Sen-
ator DoDpD, when I was a young boy, I
was up in this gallery. I don’t know if
it was this gallery or this one, but I
was looking down and I remember see-
ing your father.

I asked the people who were sitting
with me: Who is that Senator?

They said that was Senator
Dodd.

I said: That man looks like a Sen-
ator.

Mr. DODD. Right.

Mr. CONRAD. He had that booming
voice, and he had an air about him, an
air of authority. It was very inter-
esting to see others’ reaction to him.
You could see they had respect for him
in the way he was addressed.

I later, then, read a book about him.
I don’t think I have ever told Senator
DoDD this, but I read a book about your
father, about the life he had led. I re-
member distinctly about his being an
FBI agent and the Nuremberg trials.
That made a great impression on me.

Then, when I came to the Senate and
had the opportunity to serve with Sen-
ator CHRIS DoDD, I thought: You know,
you couldn’t be more proud. Your fa-
ther, looking down on all of this—he
could not be more proud than to have
his son in his seat in the Senate, some-
body who also looks like a Senator—
but much more than that, someone
who, similar to his father, commands
respect from other Senators because of
the quality and the character of his
work.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DODD. I thank the Senator very
much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
am glad I have had an opportunity to
hear this and will only say, to make
certain the same sentiment is ex-
pressed from this side of the aisle—I
knew Senator DoDD’s father. I didn’t
know him well or personally, but I
knew him because I was Senator How-
ard Baker’s legislative assistant at a
time when Senator Dodd served here. I
admired him. I respected him. More
importantly, I remember the respect
Senator Baker and others had for him
and for his long and distinguished ca-
reer.

My own father would be 100 years old
this year, so I understand the enor-
mous pride this Senator DoDD has for
his father, Senator Dodd. Senator DUR-
BIN and Senator CONRAD and others
said this as well: The father would be
proud of the son.

I had the privilege of serving as
sometimes the chairman, sometimes
the ranking member, of committees

Tom
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with Senator CHRIS DoDD. It is a tre-
mendous pleasure to see how he cares,
especially for children and families in
the workplace and contributions he has
made here.

This is a day for a tribute to the fa-
ther and a day that we are sure his fa-
ther would have great pride in his own
son.

Mr. DODD. I thank the Senator.

Mr. ALEXANDER. If there are no
other comments regarding Senator
Dodd, I would like to talk about immi-
gration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. ALEXANDER per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1393
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

(The remarks of Mr. LEVIN pertaining
to the introduction of S. 1395 are print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.”

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the floor.

———
RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15
p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:54 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. CARPER).

————

WATER RESOURCES DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 2007—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Maryland, Mr. CARDIN, is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1071 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1065

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the previous
order be modified to provide that the
amendment I intend to call up is
amendment No. 1071.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CARDIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending amendment be
set aside, and I call up amendment No.
1071.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. CARDIN],
for himself, and Ms. MIKULSKI, proposes an
amendment numbered 1071 to amendment
No. 1065.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide for the siting, construc-

tion, expansion, and operation of liquefied

natural gas terminals)

At the appropriate place in title V, insert
the following:

SEC. 5 . SITING, CONSTRUCTION, EXPAN-
SION, AND OPERATION OF LNG TER-
MINALS.

Section 10 of the Act of March 3, 1899 (33

U.S.C. 403), is amended—
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(1) by striking the section heading and des-
ignation and all that follows through ‘‘cre-
ation” and inserting the following:

“SEC. 10. OBSTRUCTION OF NAVIGABLE WATERS;
WHARVES AND PIERS; EXCAVATIONS
AND FILLING IN.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The creation’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(b) SITING, CONSTRUCTION, EXPANSION, AND
OPERATION OF LNG TERMINALS.—The Sec-
retary shall not approve or disapprove an ap-
plication for the siting, construction, expan-
sion, or operation of a liquefied natural gas
terminal pursuant to this section without
the express concurrence of each State af-
fected by the application.”.

Mr. CARDIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senators LIEBERMAN and
DoDD be added as cosponsors of amend-
ment No. 1071.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, this
amendment would restore the author-
ity of State and local governments to
protect the environment and public
safety of the sitings of liquefied nat-
ural gas, LNG, terminals within their
own State. The amendment is drafted
to be an amendment to the Rivers and
Harbors Act of 1899, which gives the
Army Corps authority on section 10
permits. The current law on the siting
of LNG plants basically allows the Fed-
eral Energy Regulatory Commission to
site without the consultation or ap-
proval of State or local governments.
This amendment is an effort to restore
federalism to the process of siting LNG
plants.

There are now dozens of proposals to
site new LNG plants in the United
States. Some are being suggested to be
sited near population centers, which
raises serious concern about public
safety.

Let me point out that LNG plants
and the tankers that bring in the nat-
ural gas are very much targets of ter-
rorism. Richard Clarke, a former Bush
administration counterterrorism offi-
cial, said LNG plants and tankers are
‘“‘especially attractive targets’ to ter-
rorists. The risks are great. We know
LNG plants can spark pool fires, which
are high-intensity fires, extremely dif-
ficult to extinguish. CRS has reported
in the last six decades there have been
13 serious accidents involving LNG
plants, including one in the State of
Maryland in 1979 that had a fatality as-
sociated with it.

Maryland has one of the six LNG
plants in our country, and there is a
proposal to add another LNG plant in
Maryland. AES Sparrows Point LNG
and Mid-Atlantic Express intend to site
a new LNG plant at Sparrows Point in
the Baltimore metropolitan area. This
is right in the middle of a population
center. It is opposed by the congres-
sional delegation. It is opposed by the
Governor. It is opposed by the county
executive in the jurisdiction in which
the LNG plant is to be sited. It is unac-
ceptable public safety, an economic
and environmental risk. Yet there has
been no consideration given by the in-
dividuals who want to site this plant to
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the concerns of local government. It is
totally up to FERC to make the deci-
sion, and that is wrong. State and local
governments should have a meaningful
opportunity to participate in decisions
of siting LNG terminals. That is ex-
actly what this amendment would do.

I see the distinguished chairman of
the Environment and Public Works
Committee on the Senate floor. I re-
spect her judgment as to the impor-
tance of moving forward on this bill.
This amendment, because it hasn’t
been cleared, could add some difficulty
to that process. It is within the juris-
diction of the Environment and Public
Works Committee on which I serve,
and I hope our committee would hold
hearings on this issue and consider an-
other vehicle which may be more ap-
propriate than the bill currently before
us to deal with the appropriate input of
State and local governments on the
siting of LNG plants. We have a respon-
sibility to do that. We have a responsi-
bility to our communities. We have a
responsibility for public safety. We
have a responsibility to make sure it is
done right. Allowing FERC to do that
without the input of State and local
government is wrong.

I hope there will be another oppor-
tunity that I will be able to either have
a public hearing or an opportunity to
discuss this amendment further.

I am pleased several of my colleagues
have expressed interest in the amend-
ment. This certainly will not be the
last time I will have an opportunity to
talk about it.

AMENDMENT NO. 1071 WITHDRAWN

With that, I ask unanimous consent
to withdraw the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1089 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1065

Under the previous order, there will
now be 2 minutes of debate equally di-
vided on amendment No. 1089 offered by

the Senator from Oklahoma, Mr.
COBURN.
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, the

amendment is very simple. There are
three visitor centers now within 77
miles of the proposed site of this visi-
tors center. Thousands of people, tens
of thousands of people in Louisiana
still live in trailers. We are going to
add a fourth visitors center, and that
duplicates exactly the same thing in
the area.

It may be a good idea. I am not
against it. But how dare we spend
money and authorize a project when we
haven’t taken care of the folks of Lou-
isiana. All this says is, we set prior-
ities. We make sure the people of Lou-
isiana are out of their temporary hous-
ing and into permanent housing before
we go about spending millions of dol-
lars on a visitor center. It has been
stated that there would be no cost, as
the center has already been built.

I ask unanimous consent to print in
the RECORD an e-mail I received today
from the Corps of Engineers saying this
center has not been built and will, in
fact, expend a great deal of Federal
taxpayer money when it is.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

From: Greer, Jennifer A HQ02

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2007 12:05 PM
To: Treat, Brian (Coburn)

Subject: Info

Brian, wanted to check in. I know people
are working this, but I am out of town and
have a bit of trouble coordinating. Just
wanted to let you know we didn’t forget. I
will send an update on status asap. Jennifer
From: Treat, Brian
To: Greer, Jennifer A HQ02
Sent: Mon May 07 21:41:09 2007
Subject: RE: Info

Thanks Jennifer. Any word on when we’ll
receive the information?

I will be updating my boss in the morning
and just wanted to make sure.

Thanks again for your help.

Brian
From: Greer, Jennifer A
To: Treat, Brian (Coburn)

Sent: Mon May 07 21:51:59 2007
Subject: Re: Info

I think tommorrow. will stay in touch.
From: Treat, Brian
To: Greer, Jennifer A HQ02
Sent: Mon May 0722:44:24 2007
Subject: Re: Info

One other question. In WRDA, the bill is
authorizing an upgrade to the Morgan City,
LA visitor center. Do you know if the origi-
nal type B center was ever built or if this is
merely changing the 86 authorization?
Thanks.

From: Greer, Jennifer A

Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2007 9:16 AM
To: Treat, Brian (Coburn)

Subject: Re: Info

Brian, the center was never built. Jennifer

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I hope
we will do what we did on the last
amendment, which is to say no to it be-
cause, as we learned from the Senators
from Louisiana, this particular amend-
ment is directed at the local people
who are willing to pay 100 percent for
this center. The fact is, Louisiana is
never going to get on its feet if it does
not revive tourism. Let’s face it. It
isn’t that we can say: Let’s just build
the flood protection and worry about
the visitor centers later. There is a cer-
tain amount of linear thinking going
on behind this amendment and the one
before.

This is the United States. We have to
do everything; we can’t just do one
thing. We have to build the flood pro-
tection, and we have to revive Louisi-
ana’s economy. This is a rather mean-
spirited amendment in the sense that
not even a penny of Federal money is
involved in the building of this par-
ticular center. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.

I yield back all time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. COBURN. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 1089. The clerk will
call the roll.

S6093

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHN-
SON), and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) are nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT), the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. DOMENICI), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. McCAIN), and
the Senator from North Carolina (Mrs.
DOLE).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT) and the Senator from North
Carolina (Mrs. DOLE) would have voted
uyea.aa

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 11,
nays 79, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 164 Leg.]

YEAS—11
Bunning Craig Kyl
Burr Crapo Smith
Chambliss Ensign Sununu
Coburn Hutchison
NAYS—179
Akaka Grassley Nelson (FL)
Alexander Gregg Nelson (NE)
Allard Hagel Obama
Baucus Harkin Pryor
Bayh Hatch Reed
Bennett Inhofe Reid
Biden Inouye Roberts
Bingaman Isakson
Bond Kennedy S;IHZZ:;S
Boxer Kerry Schumer
Byrd Klobuchar .
Cantwell Kohl Sessions
Cardin Landrieu Shelby
Carper Lautenberg Snowe
Casey Leahy Specter
Clinton Levin Stabenow
Cochran Lieberman Stevens
Coleman Lincoln Tester
Collins Lott Thomas
Conrad Lugar Thune
Corker Martinez Vitter
Cornyn McCaskill Voinovich
Dodd McConnell Warner
Dorgan Menendez Webb
Enzi Mikulski Whitehouse
Feingold Murkowski Wyden
Feinstein Murray
NOT VOTING—10
Brown Domenici McCain
Brownback Durbin Rockefeller
DeMint Graham
Dole Johnson
The amendment (No. 1089) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 5
minutes of debate equally divided on
amendment No. 1086 offered by the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, Mr. FEINGOLD.

The Senator from Wisconsin is recog-
nized.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, last
week 1 spoke at length on my
prioritization amendment. I urge all
my colleagues to support the Feingold-
McCain-Coburn-Carper-Gregg-Sununu-
DeMint amendment.

This important amendment would
help jump-start a process for ensuring
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that limited taxpayer dollars go to the
most worthy water resources projects.

Right now, Congress does not have
any information about the relative pri-
ority of the nearly $60 billion author-
ized but unbuilt corps projects. What
we do have is individual Members argu-
ing for projects in their States or dis-
tricts, but no information about which
projects are most important to the
country’s economic development or
transportation systems, or our ability
to protect citizens and property from
natural disasters.

This amendment would create a tem-
porary group of water resources ex-
perts to do two things: (1) make rec-
ommendations on a process for
prioritizing corps projects; and (2) ana-
lyze projects authorized in the last 10
years or that are under construction,
and put similar types of projects into
tiers that reflect their importance.
This would be done with clear direction
to seek balance between the needs of
all States.

This information will be provided to
Congress and the public in a nobinding
report. That is—Congress and the pub-
lic get information to help them make
decisions involving millions, even bil-
lions, of dollars. We need to get ideas
on the table, and I think my colleagues
will agree that a report with rec-
ommendations to Congress is a good,
commonsense first step.

The New Orleans Times Picayune
certainly does. Just yesterday, the
paper editorialized in favor of my
amendment and stated:

Using objective criteria rather than polit-
ical clout to decide what should be done is a
smart, reform-minded step.

This amendment also has the support
of a number of taxpayer and conserva-
tion groups.

I thank the chairman and ranking
member for their efforts to retain key
reforms in the underlying bill; how-
ever, this is a critical reform compo-
nent and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment.

I yield the floor.

e Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Senator FEINGOLD,
along with Senators COBURN, CARPER,
GREGG, SUNUNU, and DEMINT, in offer-
ing this important amendment. It is
designed to help Congress make in-
formed decisions on which Army Corps
projects should be funded based on our
national priorities.

In August 2005, our Nation witnessed
a devastating natural disaster. When
Hurricane Katrina hit the shores of the
gulf coast, it brought destruction and
tragedy beyond compare; more so than
we have seen in decades. Almost 2
years later, the gulf coast is still try-
ing to rebuild and our Nation continues
to dedicate significant resources to the
reconstruction effort. One of the many
lessons we learned from Katrina is that
we must ensure that our Army Corps
resources are being used in the most
productive and efficient manner pos-
sible. It is time that this Congress took
a hard look at how we are spending our
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scarce Army Corps dollars and whether
or not they are actually reaching our
most critical projects.

Our current system for funding Corps
projects is not working. Under today’s
practice, Members of Congress com-
monly submit requests for pet projects
important to their constituency, and
those requests are essentially horse-
traded by committee and party leaders.
Too often a Member’s seniority and
party position dictates which projects
will be funded. Instead of relying on po-
litical muscle, we should fund projects
based on national priority. But under
the current regime, requests are made
and filled without having a clear pic-
ture of how a project affects the overall
infrastructure of our Nation’s water-
ways or where it fits within our na-
tional waterway  priorities. That
shouldn’t be acceptable to anyone in
this Chamber, and it isn’t acceptable to
the American public.

Now, many of my colleagues are
thinking, ‘“‘there he goes again, railing
against earmarks.”” But earmarks
aren’t the full story here. There is a $58
billion backlog of Corp projects today,
and the bill before us proposes to add
another $15 billion, according to the Of-
fice of Management and Budget. Unfor-
tunately, the Corps receives $2 billion
annually on average, so there is no way
to fund most of these projects. What is
more troubling is that there is no way
to know which projects warrant these
limited resources because the Corps re-
fuses to tell Congress what it views as
national priorities. In fact, every time
Congress specifically requests a list of
the Corps’ top priorities, the Corps
claims it’s unable to provide an an-
swer. This is clearly unacceptable and
cannot result in the best interests of
public safety.

The sponsors of this amendment are
not the only ones who are concerned.
Let me quote Representative HOBSON,
former chairman of the House Energy
and Water Appropriations Committee,
from his statement on the floor on May
24, 2006:

Last fall, we asked the Corps to provide
Congress with a ‘“‘top 10 list of the flood
control and navigation infrastructure needs
in the country. The Corps was surprisingly
unable or not allowed to respond to this sim-
ple request, and that tells me the Corps has
lost sight of its national mission and has no
clear vision for projects it ought to be doing
in the future . . . frankly, what is still lack-
ing is a long-term vision of what the Na-
tion’s water resources infrastructure should
look like in the future. ‘“More of the same”
is not a thoughtful answer, nor is it a respon-
sible answer in times of constrained budgets.

In February of this year, the Na-
tional Academy of Public Administra-
tion, NAPA, issued its report,
“Prioritizing America’s Water Re-
sources Investments, Budget Reform
for Civil Works Construction Projects
at the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.”
The Report included the following find-
ings:

The present project-by-project approach,
with lagging project completions, on-again-
off-again construction schedules, and dis-

May 15, 2007

appointed cost-share sponsors that do not
know what they can count on, is not the best
path to continued national prosperity.

The prioritization process is not trans-
parent. At several points, within both the ex-
ecutive and legislative branches, the deci-
sion process is not sufficiently open or docu-
mented so that the public can readily under-
stand the reasons for funding or not funding
projects.

Larger questions emerged that bear on the
future sustainability of the nation’s water
resources . . . The answer to these questions
should begin with a fundamental reassess-
ment of national water resources needs,
goals, and strategies. It should end with a
substantially reshaped planning and budg-
eting process . . .

Our amendment is designed to ad-
dress these problems and shed light on
the funding process. It would allow
both Congress and the American people
to have a clearer understanding of
where our funding should be directed to
meet the most pressing water infra-
structure needs of the country.

Last year, we proposed a related
amendment during debate on the Water
Resources Development Act. While
that amendment was intended to help
Congress make clear and educated de-
cisions on which Army Corps projects
should be funded based on our nation’s
priorities, concerns were raised about
specific provisions of the amendment
and it eventually was rejected. There-
fore, we have revised our amendment
to address the concerns we heard on
the floor last July.

For example, there was concern that
our previous amendment gave too
much power to the administration by
placing the power of prioritization in
the hands of a multi-agency com-
mittee. The amendment before us re-
sponds to those concerns by estab-
lishing an independent commission
that would review Corps projects that
are currently under construction or
have been authorized during the last 10
years. These projects would be evalu-
ated by several commonsense, trans-
parent criteria. They would also be di-
vided and judged within their own
project category such as navigation,
flood and storm damage reduction, and
environmental restoration. Each
project category would be broken into
broad, roughly equal-sized tiers with
the highest tiers including the highest
priority projects and on down the line.
The commission would prepare an advi-
sory report detailing its findings that
would be sent to Congress and be made
available to the public. Similar to our
prior proposal, the prioritization report
required under our amendment is an ef-
fort to inform Congress, but it does not
dictate spending decisions.

To more fully understand the need
for a prioritization system, let’s con-
sider funding for Louisiana in the fiscal
year 2006 budget. The administration’s
budget request included 41 line items
or projects solely for Louisiana that
totaled $268 million. That works out to
$6.5 million per project on average. The
House Energy and Water Appropria-
tions bill included for Louisiana 39 line
items or projects totaling $254 mil-
lion—again in the neighborhood of $6.5
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million per project. The Senate bill in-
cluded 71 line items or projects to the
tune of $375 million—averaging out to
$56.3 million per project. So, while even
more money was proposed for Lou-
isiana under the Senate version, indi-
vidual projects would receive less
money and, inevitably, this would re-
sult in delays in completing larger
projects. This all comes down to the
real-world consequences of ear-
marking. Communities actually lose
under the earmarking practice.

Can we really afford long, drawn out
delays on flood control projects that
people’s lives depend on simply because
too many members are fighting to ear-
mark projects important to them, but
without the benefit of how such
projects fit into the country’s most
pressing needs? We lack the informa-
tion we need to offer us guidance in
funding Corps projects. Without such
guidance, we will only further the risks
to public safety and continue to delay
the timely completion of critical
projects. Now, some may believe that
under our amendment smaller projects
will lose out. However, the size of the
project has mno impact on the
prioritization system. In fact, this ob-
jective system will help find the hidden
gems in the Corps project list and high-
light their importance.

It is time that we end this process of
blind spending, throwing money at
projects that may or may not benefit
the larger good. It is time for us to
take a post-Katrina look at how we
fund our water resources projects.
Shouldn’t we be doing all that we can
to reform the Corps and ensure that
most urgent projects are being funded
and constructed? Or, are we going to be
content with business as usual? As
stated in a letter signed by the heads of
Tax Payers for Common Sense Action,
the National Taxpayers Union, and the
Council for Citizens Against Govern-
ment Waste in support of our amend-
ment:

Enough is enough . .. we need a system-
atic method for ensuring the most vital
projects move to the front of the line so lim-
ited taxpayer funds are spent more pru-
dently.

I commend Senator FEINGOLD for his
efforts to build on and improve upon
the Corps reforms that we’ve worked to
advance during the reauthorization de-
bate. Corps modernization has been a
priority that Senator FEINGOLD and I
have shared for years, but never before
has there been such an appropriate at-
mosphere and urgent need to move for-
ward on these overdue reforms.

This important prioritization amend-
ment has been endorsed by many out-
side groups, including Taxpayers for
Common Sense Action, National Tax-
payers Union, Citizens Against Govern-

ment Waste, American Rivers, Na-
tional Wildlife Federation, Earth-
justice, Environmental Defense, Re-

publicans for Environmental Protec-
tion, Sierra Club, and Friends of the
Earth.

The Corps procedures for planning
and approving projects, as well as the
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Congressional system for funding
projects, are broken, but they can be
fixed. This amendment is a step toward
a more informed public and a more in-
formed Congress. We owe the American
public accountability in how their tax
dollars are spent. Literally, lives de-
pend on it.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.e

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute 20 seconds, and I will
yield the rest of the time to Senator
INHOFE.

I thank Senator FEINGOLD for being a
leader on Corps reform. I don’t view
this amendment as reform. My col-
league says we have to take the poli-
tics out of the decisionmaking process.
Well, the fact is, his commission is a
political commission appointed by the
President, appointed by the Speaker,
the minority leader, and so on. So he is
taking the decisions, in many ways,
away from us. Therefore, I call this the
“we have met the enemy, and it is we”’
amendment—taking the power away
from us to decide what is important in
priorities and adding another layer of
bureaucracy in political appointees,
who are now going to slow things down.

We do have problems. It has taken 7
years to get to this point with WRDA.
There are checks and balances every
step of the way. We have very tough
criteria in this bill. I know the occu-
pant of the chair knows that because
he is on the committee.

Senator INHOFE and I have said the
locals have to pay their share. The
cost/benefit ratio has to be in place.
Everything has to be thought through.
The Corps has to make their report.
They come to the committees, and
they go through authorization and ap-
propriation.

I hope we will vote no on this amend-
ment.

I yield to my friend.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first of
all, T agree with what the Senator just
said. We have plowed this field before.
The votes were 88 votes against last
time. Nothing has changed. I know the
intentions of the Senator proposing
this are right, but the amendment as-
sumes there is one, and only one, cor-
rect rank list of projects, and we need
to have somebody else write it down.
We already have the Corps of Engineers
going through and determining, as Sen-
ator BOXER said, what the criteria is
and why these things should be consid-
ered, and normally it would then come
to us. I think that is what we are sup-
posed to be doing; it is why we are
elected. So now we would have, if we
pass this amendment, one more bu-
reaucracy between the Corps and us. If
there is anybody on the conservative
side who thinks it inures to anyone’s
benefit to have one more layer of bu-
reaucracy, then this is your chance to
vote for it.

I ask that you oppose this amend-
ment.

I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.
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Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHN-
SON), and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) are nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT), the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. DOLE), the Senator New Mex-
ico (Mr. DOMENICI), and the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT) would have voted ‘‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
MCCASKILL). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 22,
nays 69, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 165 Leg.]

YEAS—22
Allard Corker McCaskill
Bingaman Dodd Nelson (FL)
Burr Ensign Sanders
Carper Feingold Sununu
Casey Gregg Voinovich
Clinton Kohl Webb
Coburn Landrieu
Collins Lieberman
NAYS—69
Akaka Grassley Murray
Alexander Hagel Nelson (NE)
Baucus Harkin Obama
Bayh Hatch Pryor
Bennett Hutchison Reed
Biden Inhofe Reid
Bond Inouye Roberts
Boxer Isakson Salazar
Bunning Kennedy Schumer
Byrd Kerry Sessions
Cantwell Klobuchar Shelby
Cardin Kyl Smith
Chambliss Lautenberg Snowe
Cochran Leahy Specter
Coleman Levin Stabenow
Conrad Lincoln Stevens
Cornyn Lott Tester
Craig Lugar Thomas
Crapo Martinez Thune
Dorgan McConnell Vitter
Enzi Menendez Warner
Feinstein Mikulski Whitehouse
Graham Murkowski Wyden
NOT VOTING—9
Brown Dole Johnson
Brownback Domenici McCain
DeMint Durbin Rockefeller
The amendment (No. 1086) was re-
jected.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be 20
minutes equally divided between the
Senator from Connecticut and the Sen-
ator from Nebraska prior to the time of
taking up consideration of the Kerry
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
would say it would be Senator HAGEL
first, followed by Senator DODD.



S6096

Mr. INHOFE. No objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Nebraska is recog-
nized.

TRAQ

Mr. HAGEL. Madam President, I rise
today to address the issue of Iraq. The
debate on Iraq over the last few weeks
in our country and the Congress has
been centered on conditions for Amer-
ica’s continued involvement in Iraq.
Unfortunately, it has been defined by
many in the context of political win-
ners and losers. Either President Bush
wins or Congress wins. That is not re-
sponsible legislation. That is not a re-
sponsible approach to a serious issue
such as a war, when today we have
crossed over to 3,400 Americans killed
in Iraq.

The troops will get their money.
They need to get their money. We will
find a center of gravity that will ac-
commodate the President and the Con-
gress with the appropriate language or
conditions for America’s continued in-
volvement in Iraq. The question we
need to focus on now is: Where is Iraq
headed? The answer will require an
honest and clear analysis of the facts,
as the facts are on the ground in Iraq
today.

I returned 3 weeks ago from my fifth
trip to Iraq, and there is not much
good news in Iraq. There is no point
unraveling the last 4 or 5 years of mis-
takes and bad decisions or assigning
blame. We are where we are. We are
where we are, and we must get beyond
the immediacy of today and the debate
over the conditions of our continued
involvement. We need to ask the ques-
tion: What happens next? What hap-
pens in September and October? What
comes after, hopefully, a reduction in
violence? Where are we going in Iraq?
How do we get there? Do we need a new
strategy in Iraq, new thinking?

As Secretary of Defense Gates has
said, America’s continued support is
not open-ended, and the American peo-
ple have registered that fact very
clearly. Iraq is caught in a vicious
complicated cycle of violence, despair,
and no solutions. This cycle must be
broken. American military power alone
will not be the solution in Iraq. Gen-
eral Petraeus and all of our military
leaders have stated this.

Iraq’s political system and leaders
seem incapable of finding a political
accommodation to move Iraq toward a
political reconciliation. Our civilian
and military leaders all agree there is
no military resolution. That is only a
temporary holding pattern for the
Iraqis to find that new consensus of
governance, and only a political resolu-
tion in Iraq will sustain that new cen-
ter of gravity and that new consensus.

Some strategic new thinking must be
found in Iraq for our policies, not un-
like what Ambassador Carlos Pasqual,
Larry Diamond, and many others, have
been thinking and writing about and
putting forward over the last few
weeks. First we must take the Amer-
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ican face off of Iraq. Get America out
of the middle of the Iraqi political
process. We are exacerbating, we are
complicating the problem; not because
we are not well-intentioned and have
not made tremendous sacrifices but be-
cause the people of Iraq and the people
of the Middle East believe we are still
an occupying power after 4 years in
Iraq.

We must engage, as the Baker-Ham-
ilton report recommended, Iran and
Syria. The Bush administration de-
serves credit in beginning the engage-
ment; however, it needs to be done in a
regional framework, not a series of bi-
lateral talks with unclear or disjointed
purposes and objectives. The time has
come to consider an international me-
diator for Irag—probably under the
auspices of the United Nations—to
begin a new process for achieving some
form of political accommodation in
Iraq. The Iraqis are obviously incapa-
ble of bringing that consensus, that ac-
commodation together. Only a credible
and trusted outside influence can bring
this political reconciliation about in
Iraq. If it can be done, it will be up to
the Iraqis to support it and to sustain
it. America cannot do that for them.

There are significant political, cul-
tural, historical, religious, and re-
gional differences between Iraq and
other countries that have had UN me-
diators, such as Afghanistan, Kosovo,
East Timor, and Northern Ireland. But
they have been tailored to work, and
they have worked.

We have to understand we have no
options in Iraq today. There is chaos
today in Iraq. We must change direc-
tion, strategy, and policy. America can
continue to support this process and
help ensure the success of this medi-
ation, but we can’t, and we won’t, con-
tinue to be the occupying power in
Iraq.

America has an important strategic,
geopolitical, energy, and economic in-
terest in the Middle East. It would be
irresponsible to abandon Iraq and other
interests in the region. But if we don’t
find a new direction soon, and a respon-
sible and workable policy to help the
Iraqis find some core stability, bring-
ing some political consensus, America
will leave and the Middle East could
then erupt into a very dangerous re-
gional conflagration. Reality and clear
new strategic thinking being incor-
porated in a new direction and policy
in Iraq is now required. These are the
essential dynamics the Congress must
now engage in—the Congress, with the
President—and we must put aside the
partisan dynamics, the partisan dif-
ficulties and differences. War should
never be held captive to partisanship.
It should never be a wedge issue for ei-
ther political party. This is too serious.
It is very serious.

As we enter our fifth year, with the
kind of money and casualties we have
invested in Iraq, we must ask our-
selves: Where do we go next? How do
we get there? I think that will depend
on some bold new strategic thinking,
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incorporating a new UN mediator we
can support and frame and be a part of,
and taking the American face off of the
political process in Iraq. These are the
issues we must debate and find con-
sensus on.

I would hope as we work our way
through the differences on the $100 bil-
lion in additional spending for Iraq and
Afghanistan that we will move to that
next series of significant consequences
and seriously find a new strategy and
policy for Iraq and America’s interests
in Iraq and the Middle East.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, before
he leaves the floor, let me commend
my colleague from Nebraska. He and I
have worked on a number of issues over
the years. In fact, in my remarks—and
I had no knowledge when I prepared
these remarks that I would be fol-
lowing my colleague from Nebraska—I
quote some of the statements he has
made about the situation in Iraq.

I commend him for his candor and his
directness. He brings a lot of experi-
ence and knowledge to these issues,
and is as deeply committed as anyone
here to the well-being of our men and
women in uniform, regardless of where
they serve. He has clearly pointed out
what is necessary here, not only the
resolution of our military presence in
Iraq but, just as importantly, what
comes afterward: How do we then move
beyond the military question to the po-
litical, diplomatic, and economic issues
that offer some hope to the Iraqi people
and ourselves for reemerging in peace
and stability in that part of the world.
I commend him for his comments.

I rise today to urge my colleagues to
support the Feingold-Reid-Dodd
amendment, which will come up at
some point on this water bill under ar-
rangements that the leader has pro-
vided, along with others. I would have
preferred a freestanding proposal by
my colleague from Wisconsin, whom I
am pleased to join today, but under the
circumstances, I recognize this may be
the best opportunity we will have to
actually debate his amendment, and I
urge my colleagues to be supportive of
his proposal. I realize it is a proposal
that has some critics, but I believe it is
the most honest, straightforward an-
swer to the present situation in Iraq,
one that is deteriorating by the hour, I
would point out.

We need to reverse 4 years of a failed
policy by safely redeploying our troops
out of harm’s way, out of the middle of
Iraq’s civil war. Despite our best wish-
es, and our military’s best efforts, we
are unable to solve Iraq’s problems and
their civil war. That has become clear.
We cannot do that with military force.
That was the conclusion of our mili-
tary leaders 4 years ago, and they have
never wavered in that conclusion.
There is not a military solution to
Iraq’s civil war.

After invading over 4 years ago, we
still lack a coherent strategy, and our
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military presence has not improved the
security situation in Iraq. The valor,
the determination, the courage of our
service men and women has been re-
markable, and all of us in this Cham-
ber, I believe, share that view. Yet the
situation in Iraq grows worse, literally
by the hour. This is simply unaccept-
able.

The President of our country con-
tends now, as he contended for the last
4 years, and I quote him:

Absolutely we’re winning. Things are get-
ting better. We do have a strategy, but it
just needs more time.

Those statements are false, unfortu-
nately. We have no strategy in Iraq, in
my view, just a surge tactic in search
of a strategy. We had a surge in late
2005, and the result was the worst year
of violence in Iraq since the war began.
We also had two additional surges in
Operation Together Forward I and II,
and both of those surges failed as well.

My colleague, Senator HAGEL from
Nebraska, recently argued, and I quote
him here:

The President’s strategy is taking America
deeper and deeper into quagmire, with no
exit strategy. The strategy to deepen Amer-
ica’s military involvement in Iraq will not
bring about a resolution in Iraq.

I wholeheartedly agree with that
conclusion. As the Baker-Hamilton re-
port rightly concluded, there will be no
military victory in Iraq. Iraq’s civil
war cannot be solved with military
force alone. Only Iraqis can solve the
quagmire now facing their country.
Only Iraqis can chose to reconcile, to
reach power-sharing agreements, to
govern and police collectively, and to
share the country’s oil wealth.

But despite our best hopes that is not
happening, and our military is unable
to make that happen. This is why the
surge tactic is fundamentally flawed.
We cannot implement a military solu-
tion to what is fundamentally a polit-
ical conflict in that country.

I believe we have a moral obligation
to protect Iraqis and to help them
reach these compromises, but we are
not succeeding in doing that. In fact,
for 4 years now we have not succeeded
in doing that as well. An objective look
at key indicators since our invasion
will demonstrate that the situation has
steadily deteriorated each year under
the Bush administration. Whether you
examine the number of civilian deaths,
the number of internally displaced ref-
ugees, the number of Iraqis who fled
their country, now in excess of 2 mil-
lion, or in the amount of power and
water flowing into Iraqi homes, all of
these indicators demonstrate the over-
all situation in Iraq has not improved.
In fact, it has deteriorated during the
last 4 years. That is why I believe we
must begin redeploying our forces out
of Iraq within the next 120 days and
complete the redeployment within the
next year.

That is why I also believe that simul-
taneous to redeployment, and after the
redeployment has been completed, we
must conduct targeted counterterror-
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ism activities to protect the Iraqi pop-
ulation from terrorists, to expunge al-
Qaida from Iraq, and help ensure Iraq
does not become a terrorist safe haven.
I note that while I agree with Senator
LEVIN that military readiness is cur-
rently lacking, I am concerned by the
waiver provisions included in the
amendment of my colleague from
Michigan. It is true that due to the ad-
ministration’s defense policies many
U.S. combat forces are not mission
ready, are not adequately trained, and
have not been given appropriate rest-
ing periods between deployments.

I recently visited some soldiers at
Walter Reed Hospital who had been in-
jured in Iraq. I asked them how much
cooperation they were getting from the
Iraqi people and what their observa-
tions were.

Without quoting them directly, let
me paraphrase their comments. They
said while the Iraqi people seem to be
pleasant people and many seem to be
interested in doing what they could to
be helpful, in too many instances they
pointed out that the civilian popu-
lation knew where these IEDs were,
these roadside devices. They Kknew
where the “ammo dumps,” or the am-
munition stockpiles were. Yet they
never ever shared this information
with our military in the communities
where we were trying to provide secu-
rity.

One soldier pointed out that we
would spend a month and a half clean-
ing out an area with problems, and an
hour and a half after they had left,
things were right back where they were
a month and a half before. Those are
their words, not mine.

We know hear that these missions,
despite the Herculean efforts of our
military, are not getting this job done
because of the raging civil war in that
country. But providing a waiver to the
President under the Levin amendment
is tantamount, in my view, to re-au-
thorizing the war. It doesn’t hold the
administration or the Iraqi Govern-
ment accountable. It doesn’t force a
change in mission, and it doesn’t begin
to redeploy our forces. Instead it al-
lows the administration to stay the
course, full speed ahead, to use the
words of Vice President RICHARD CHE-
NEY. The Feingold-Reid-Dodd amend-
ment provides the best means, in my
view, for changing our mission in Iraq.

As much as I wish we were able to se-
cure Iraq ourselves, that the surge
would work, or that our military pres-
ence in Iraq would bring about the
compromises necessary, I think the
evidence is clear it is not happening,
and it will not happen. The American
people know this, our troops who have
served and sacrificed in Iraq know it,
and I believe the Iraqi people know it
as well. Only when Iraqis themselves
decide they will no longer tolerate vio-
lence and destruction, only when their
leaders come together will this vio-
lence be reduced. That is what needs to
happen across that plagued country.
The United States should help where it
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can, by training and equipping reliable
and accountable Iraqi security forces
that will serve the greater Iraqi nation,
not their own tribe or their own sect.

According to a recent CBS poll, 70
percent of Shiites and nearly all of the
Sunnis think the presence of U.S.
forces in Iraq is making security worse.
The vast majority of Iraqis, regardless
of their sect, believe American troop
presence in Iraq is making Iraq less
safe.

Madam President, 78 percent of Iraqis
oppose the presence of U.S. forces on
their soil, and 51 percent of Iraqis sup-
port attacks on coalition forces.
Slightly more than half of the popu-
lation we are trying to protect approve
of the attacks on U.S. soldiers. That is
just not acceptable.

But it is not just the Iraqi public who
want American forces out of their na-
tion. The Iraqi Government does as
well. A majority of the Iraqi Par-
liament recently signed a petition for a
timetable governing a withdrawal of
American forces, and in a recent high-
level meeting, Iraq and its neighbors
signed what they called the Marmara
Declaration, reaffirming this senti-
ment. They declared in this declaration
that “‘a timetable should be established
for the Government of Iraq to take full
authority and responsibility, including
for security throughout the country.”

The declaration went on to say:

The United States should commit to a
comprehensive strategy for responsible with-
drawal, consistent with Iraq’s security and
stability based on milestones and a general
time horizon.

It also says:

Iraq’s Armed Forces need to be nationally
representative, Iraq’s police should be cred-
ible to its citizens, and representative to the
communities they serve.

The Feingold-Reid-Dodd amendment
does just that. It does what the Iraqi
people and the American people want,
and it does it in a responsible way.
This legislation mandates that the re-
deployment of U.S. forces should begin,
as I mentioned, within a 120-day period
and be completed within a year. Simul-
taneous to this redeployment, the leg-
islation calls for continued counterter-
rorism operations, and the training and
equipping of reliable and accountable
Iraqi security forces to take over the
responsibility of safeguarding the Iraqi
population.

It is up to us to change the Presi-
dent’s failed course in Iraq and to hold
our President and the Iraqi Govern-
ment accountable. It is up to us to
mandate a change in direction, to
begin to responsibly bring our troops
home, to continue to help the Iraqis
battle terrorists, and to train and
equip reliable Iraqi security forces ,so
Iraqis can police their own country and
decide their own future.

We cannot afford another day of esca-
lation, $2 billion a week, $8 billion a
month, lives lost, lives completely ru-
ined in many cases. But also what is
happening in Iraq itself, with the dis-
location of the Iraqi people, the 60,000
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who have lost their lives—the situation
is not improving. A true change in di-
rection is needed. The price our Nation
is paying, the price our men and
women in uniform are paying, is too
high for a failed policy, a policy that
has not succeeded because it cannot
succeed.

I urge my colleagues at an appro-
priate time when Senator FEINGOLD
will offer his amendment to support
this amendment. None of us can guar-
antee it is going to produce the desired
result of convincing the Iraqi people
what they should have been doing all
along, instead of proposing a 2-month
vacation, but rather sitting down and
trying to come up with the political
reconciliation for their country.

Our hope is by beginning a clear rede-
ployment and setting a termination
date—this must or this may convince
the Iraqi people and their leaders that
they should come to terms with their
own political future. For those reasons
I urge the adoption of the Feingold
amendment.

I urge, as well, consideration of what
Senator HAGEL has suggested: talking
about moving beyond the military
issue, to utilize the tools available to
us, the political, economic, diplomatic
tools that are the means by which we
should try to achieve reconciliation.
But a continuation of our military
presence under its present structure is
not working. It should come to an end.
This is the best effort to achieve that
goal.

Again, I urge the adoption of the
Feingold amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I think the Senator
from Massachusetts has a unanimous
consent request. I ask he be recognized
for that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be 2
hours of debate. I don’t think this is
correct, the way I have been given it. I
think we had a unanimous request that
we have 2 hours of debate, initially
equally divided, with 10 minutes to
begin—the Senator from OKklahoma
will speak in response to the Senator
from Connecticut on Iraq. That will
count against the time for the debate
on my amendment. Then after those
first 2 hours, we would again equally
divide—

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to
object, it is my understanding we
started out at 45 and 45. We are down
now to 2 hours where you are increased
from 45 minutes to an hour. That would
be equally divided. I probably will yield
back some of my time.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I may
also. But this is an important subject,
and I do not want to get squeezed on
the time.

I had originally requested 1 hour, ini-
tially, and then 15 minutes at the back
end, a half hour equally divided. I
would like to stay with that.
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What we are really talking about is
the difference of 15 minutes, which I
may or may not use. But I say to my
friend from Oklahoma, I think it is not
asking too much of the Senate to have
that protection of the extra 15 minutes.
If we don’t use it, we can both——

Mr. INHOFE. Let me ask for clari-
fication. What you are saying is, in-
stead of 2 hours equally divided, it
would be 2% hours equally divided? I
have no objection, with the under-
standing that I can count against my
time and talk for up to 10 minutes on
the subject of Iraq.

Mr. KERRY. I have no objection to
that. I propound that request: 2 hours
of debate initially equally divided and
a subsequent half hour equally divided,
and with the first 10 minutes to be
taken by the Senator counted against
him to speak on Iraq. Then I add, if I
may, that no second-degree amend-
ment be in order prior to the vote and,
upon the use or yielding back of time
but not before 5:35 p.m, the Senate
would then proceed to vote in relation
to the amendment; that the amend-
ment by agreement must receive 60 af-
firmative votes to be agreed to; if it
does not it would be withdrawn with-
out further intervening action or de-
bate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? No objection.

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, first,
I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts for working out this unanimous
consent agreement. These things are
sometimes complicated. I know he has
just as strong beliefs about his amend-
ment as I do in opposition. I think this
will accommodate it. Let me go ahead,
if I might, and take a few minutes.

It would be disrespectful for me to
walk in here and ask the last two Sen-
ators who were talking what they have
been smoking recently. I do not under-
stand how someone can say they came
back a few weeks ago from Iraq and
then have a report like this. It is just
incredible.

I have to say, I know I have been in
the Iraqi AOR more than any other
Member of the House, any other Mem-
ber of the Senate, anybody else. I take
this very seriously. I am on the Senate
Armed Services Committee. I spend
time studying this issue, the most crit-
ical issue facing Americans today, and
that is this war on terrorism. It is one
that we are winning and we can win.

I have to tell you, I spent this last
weekend with—it was my 14th trip
there. I was there. I was walking
around, rolling around in the sand in
Anbar Province. I was shocked at what
I saw. Maybe someone, giving them the
benefit of the doubt, if they have been
there and it has been a few weeks—
maybe this really hasn’t worked. But
lets keep in mind the surge policy
came in in February. So we need to
look and see what it is that has hap-
pened since February that is working.

I have to say this also: General
Petraeus is the guy in charge. Here we
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are sitting down talking about micro-
managing a war with 435 Members of
the House and 100 Members of the Sen-
ate, when we have a President who is
doing the job that the Constitution
tells him to do. Yet we are trying to
interfere with that process.

Going back to some of the previous
trips, I watched as time went by over
the last 5 years, each time I go back, a
greater level of cooperation that we are
finding from the Iraqis. This last
time—I think I have to give credit to
some of the people who are talking
about—the-cut-and-run crowd. The sur-
render crowd, has got the Iraqi’s atten-
tion. I see that they are, in fact, be-
coming a lot more aggressive in what
they are doing right now. But I am
going to share with you—this is new
stuff, this just happened 2 days ago.
This isn’t something that might have
happened 5 years ago or longer than
that.

I remember a couple of weeks ago
when General Petraeus came to Con-
gress. He gave a report. It was a classi-
fied briefing on the fourth floor and
then he had some news conferences. He
gave some positive comments. I carry
those around with me.

He said:

Anbar has gone from being assessed as
being lost to a situation that is now quite
heartening.

He said:

We have, in Ramadi, reclaimed that city.

He said:

We are ahead with respect to reduction of
sectarian violence and murders in Baghdad
by about a third, about 33 percent.

These are the things that were hap-
pening at that time. I thought, you
know, a lot of the people who really
just do not think we need a military to
start with and aren’t concerned about
what is happening to us over there
might say General Petraeus was overly
optimistic; he was not being conserv-
ative; and he is telling us things that
flat aren’t true. So I thought I would
go over and find out.

I went over. I was there this week-
end. I spent most of my time, not in
Baghdad, not in places where people go,
but in Anbar Province. I spent my time
in Tagaddum—an area nobody else goes
to, to my knowledge, nobody has been
to—and Ramadi and Fallujah. That is
what we are talking about when we
talk about Anbar Province.

The reason that is important is that
is where most of the violence has taken
place. That is where we have watched,
as time went by—where we lost the
most lives. We remember so well hear-
ing the stories about our marines in
Fallujah going door to door, very simi-
lar to what was happening in World
War II. And that is a fact, they were.

And that is a fact. They were. But
then along came the surge and along
came General Petraeus. I have to tell
you, General Petraeus was being very
conservative when he was here 10 days
ago or 2 weeks ago, whatever it was.

I am going to tell you exactly what is
happening there now. And these people
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who are the prophets of doom, I hope
they are listening.

First of all, let’s just take Ramadi.
That is the area which was supposed to
be the toughest area. You might re-
member a year ago al-Qaida controlled
that city. They held a parade a year
ago, and they declared—after that pa-
rade, they said now Ramadi is their
capital, the capital of terrorism, the
capital of al-Qaida.

Well, that is what happened a year
ago. A year ago, we had a total of 2,000
Iraqi security forces. You know the
whole idea here is to get Iraqi security
forces trained, equipped, and let them
take care of their own problems and
their own terrorism that is coming in.
Keep in mind that these terrorists are
not after Americans; they are after
Iraqis. They do not want freedom in
that country. Back then, at that time,
when they bragged, when al-Qaida
bragged that Ramadi was their capital,
we only had 2,000 Iraqi security forces.
That is all. Do you know how many we
have now? We have 12,200 trained and
equipped Iraqi security forces in
Ramadi.

Things are happening there. They
had 1,200 people volunteer from Ramadi
for the Iraqi security forces, more than
they could train and handle—in 1 day,
1 day. Well, they have things that are
going on, showing them support for the
Iraqi people.

We all know that in our own home-
towns, we have this thing called Neigh-
borhood Watch Programs where we are
going to try to stop crime. They have
one there too; it is called the neighbor-
hood security watch. This is where ci-
vilians—not military, not armed—
these people put on little orange jack-
ets and go out, and they try to find
where IEDs are hidden, where explosive
devices are hidden. They have spray
paint, orange spray paint, and they
will put a circle around where they are.
Then our troops will go in there and
detonate them, and then everyone is
fine. Before that, we were losing Amer-
ican lives by walking into these situa-
tions. That is not happening now. This
is because of the neighborhoods. These
are the Iraqi people.

The troops have reclaimed Ramadi,
very clearly. If you just look at
Ramadi—one city—since February,
overall attacks are down 74 percent.
That is since February. That is when
the surge was announced. The IED at-
tacks are down 81 percent—mnot 10 per-
cent, not 15 percent, 81 percent. It is a
huge success story.

In Fallujah, you know, I can remem-
ber going to Fallujah years ago—
Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that if I go over my 10 min-
utes, I have a few extra minutes and it
will be deducted from my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, in
Fallujah right now, one Iraqi brigade
owns the battlespace. This is the term
which we use in the Armed Services
Committee, ‘““‘owns the battlespace.” It
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means they are providing their own se-
curity. Now, this was not true a few
yvears ago when I first went there. No
one could get anywhere near anything
in town. You would not take the risk of
going in.

I was there during both of the elec-
tions, and I saw the Iraqi security
forces go to vote the day before the
public would vote. When they did this,
they found themselves in a situation
that was very dangerous. They voted
the day before so they could provide
the security for the populous of
Fallujah. Well, several of them were
killed, as you recall. But I talked to
them each night after they went to
vote, and they were overjoyed in doing
it. They said: The day is coming when
we are going to be able to take care of
the security in Fallujah.

All right, that was 4 years ago and 3
yvears ago and 5 years ago on different
trips I made there. This weekend, just
2 days ago, we have now officially
turned over the security of Fallujah to
the Iraqis. They are providing the secu-
rity.

If you look in the whole province of
Anbar, you see another thing that is
happening. A lot of people think—we
hear a lot from the Prime Minister,
Maliki; we hear about the Minister of
Defense, Jasim; we heard about Dr.
Rubaie—all of these people who were
appointed or elected to be the leader-
ship of Iraq. They are not the ones who
are really making the decisions as far
as the people are concerned. It is a dif-
ferent culture. It is the clerics and the
imams in the mosques.

Now, we measure what goes on in the
mosques. It is just like we would hear
a sermon in the United States in a
church—we go there and find out what
they are talking about. Prior to Feb-
ruary, 80 percent of the mosques had
messages that were delivered by the
clerics there or the imams there that
were anti-American, getting everyone
stirred up every Saturday or whenever
they get together. In April, it was zero.
There wasn’t one mosque, of the hun-
dreds of mosques, that had an anti-
American message. For that reason,
you have all of the populous coming in
and saying: We want in on this thing.
We are going to actually get something
done here. We are tired.

They are the ones who have been the
targets for the terrorists. They know
that. Certainly the clerics know that.
That is why we are getting this surge
of cooperation.

In March of 2006, there were only
4,000 what they call Iraqi security
forces. Today, there are 27,500 trained
and equipped Iraqi security forces. The
Sunni tribal coalition is fighting al-
Qaida. That is something new. That
wasn’t happening 3 weeks ago. It cer-
tainly was not happening in February.

I did stop in Baghdad. I spent most of
the time in Anbar Province. But in
Baghdad, I was heartened to see some-
thing new—and I did not know how it
worked—is being put in place. It is
called a joint security station. Now, in
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Baghdad, there are 27 of them. So the
night before last, late at night, I went
out there and I saw how they worked.
Instead of our troops going out on raids
during the day and then coming back
to the Green Zone where they will be
safe, our troops are now staying out
there in those areas in these joint secu-
rity stations. They are there with the
Iraqis. They are sleeping there with
them, they are eating with them, and
they are developing close relationships.
That is the key to this thing. This all
came from General Petraeus, that we
have relationships in these areas. If
you talk to our troops—you don’t talk
to the guys on the Senate floor here;
talk to the troops, find people who are
coming back. You ask them what their
relationship is now with the Iraqi secu-
rity forces.

I have to say this also—even though
we heard this before, we did verify it is
actually more than this—the sectarian
murders in Baghdad are down by 30
percent. Now, that is not quite as good
as it is in Anbar Province. One of the
reasons is Anbar Province is where all
of the problems were, and we are con-
centrating more and the Iraqis are con-
centrating more there. I went to the
marketplace there. I did not have any
helicopters over the top. I went
through, I took an interpreter, I
stopped and talked to people on the
street, and they are so appreciative of
what we are doing there, and it is no
wonder that they are.

I just have to say that these relation-
ships have formed. The term they are
using is the ‘‘brotherhood of the close
fight.” I give General Petraeus credit
for engineering a lot of these things.

Lastly, I would say—you may not be-
lieve me because you know I have a
strong feeling about defending Amer-
ica, and you might say I am prejudiced.
Yes, I was on the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee for years and then on
the Senate Armed Services Committee
for the last 12 years, and so I watch and
see what is happening. I recognize we
need to rebuild America’s military now
to be able to meet future challenges
like this.

I would only say this: HEverything
that I have now said, if you don’t be-
lieve it—and I thought I would never
recommend to my conservative friends
that they ever watch CNN, but I am
going ask them to go ahead and watch
CNN this time, and there is someone
named Nick Robertson who asked to go
along to some of these stations I went
to two nights ago, the joint security
stations. They are giving a report, and
you will be shocked to find out that
even CNN, which has been no friend of
our President and no friend of our ef-
forts in Iraq, is now coming out with
reports that are saying exactly what I
am saying right here.

So have your good time. Stand up
and take your bows and criticize the
President and criticize the effort in
Iraq and criticize our soldiers. Let me
tell you, they are doing a good job, we
are winning there, and this informa-
tion I share with you is just 1 day old.
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With that, I yield the floor.

Let me ask how much time I used off
of my amendment time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 13% minutes.

The Senator from Massachusetts is
recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1094 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1065

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I
thank the Republican manager, the
Senator from Oklahoma.

I call up amendment No. 1094.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY], Mr. FEINGOLD, Ms. COLLINS, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. CARPER, Mr. REED, Mr. BIDEN,
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and Ms. CANTWELL proposes
an amendment numbered 1094 to amendment
No. 1065.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require the consideration of

certain factors relating to global climate

change)

At the appropriate place in title II, insert
the following:

SEC. 2 . GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE.

(a) PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS.—To account
for the potential long- and short-term effects
of global climate change, the Secretary shall
ensure that each feasibility study or general
reevaluation report prepared by the Corps of
Engineers—

(1) takes into consideration, and accounts
for, the impacts of global climate change on
flood, storm, and drought risks in the United
States;

(2) takes into consideration, and accounts
for, potential future impacts of global cli-
mate change-related weather events, such as
increased hurricane activity, intensity,
storm surge, sea level rise, and associated
flooding;

(3) uses the best-available climate science
in assessing flood and storm risks;

(4) employs, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, nonstructural approaches and design
modifications to avoid or prevent impacts to
streams, wetlands, and floodplains that pro-
vide natural flood and storm buffers, im-
prove water quality, serve as recharge areas
for aquifers, reduce floods and erosion, and
provide valuable plant, fish, and wildlife
habitat;

(5) in projecting the benefits and costs of
any water resources project that requires a
benefit-cost analysis, quantifies and, to the
maximum extent practicable, accounts for—

(A) the costs associated with damage or
loss to wetlands, floodplains, and other nat-
ural systems (including the habitat, water
quality, flood protection, and recreational
values associated with the systems); and

(B) the benefits associated with protection
of those systems; and

(6) takes into consideration, as applicable,
the impacts of global climate change on
emergency preparedness projects for ports.

(b) ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR FLOOD
DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECTS.—For purposes
of planning and implementing flood damage
reduction projects in accordance with this
section and section 73 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1974 (33 U.S.C.
701b-11), the term ‘‘nonstructural approaches
and design modifications’ includes measures
to manage flooding through—
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(1) wetland, stream, and river restoration;

(2) avoiding development or increased de-
velopment in frequently-flooded areas;

(3) adopting flood-tolerant land uses in fre-
quently-flooded areas; or

(4) acquiring from willing sellers floodplain
land for use for—

(A) flood protection uses;

(B) recreational uses;

(C) fish and wildlife uses; or

(D) other public benefits.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that this be consid-
ered as an amendment to the Boxer
substitute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, this
amendment is a bipartisan amendment
introduced with Senator COLLINS, Sen-
ator FEINGOLD, Senator CARPER, Sen-
ator REED of Rhode Island, Senator
BIDEN, Senator WHITEHOUSE, and Sen-
ator CANTWELL.

This is an amendment regarding the
impact of global climate change and
the need for the Congress, as we con-
sider spending money and requiring the
Corps of Engineers to undertake cer-
tain projects across the country—it
just seems logical as a matter of pro-
tecting the taxpayers’ dollars as well
as thinking about the future that we
ask the Corps to include in their anal-
ysis of these projects judgments about
the potential impact or the real impact
of global climate change on that par-
ticular project.

Now, I am going to speak more about
the common sense of doing that, why it
is important, but I will just say very
quickly, if you look at New Orleans
where we had a breach of the levees as
a consequence of the hurricanes and
the rise of the seas, it is clear that
much of the infrastructure of America
is designed without reference at all to
what is now happening to climates, to
water bodies, to the various challenges
we face with respect to global climate
change. So you need to sort of lay out
the parameters within which we ought
to be making a judgment about this
particular issue. That begins by sort of
setting forth the facts. We ought to
deal with facts with respect to the situ-
ation on global climate change.

This will be the first time Senators
in the 110th Congress have been asked
to vote on the floor in some way with
respect to this issue of climate change.
But it is an important opportunity for
Senators to stand up and be counted
with respect to this issue.

All this amendment seeks to do, as a
matter of common sense, is to ask the
Army Corps of Engineers to factor cli-
mate change into their future plans.
By doing that, we are taking a small
corrective measure to a process that is
currently flawed because it does not do
that. Secondly, we are making a state-
ment here in the Senate about the need
to finally, once and for all, recognize
the reality of what is happening with
respect to climate change.

The guiding principle behind this
amendment is obvious: It is that cli-
mate change is real and it must be
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factored into our public policy in al-
most everything we do. If we are going
to build buildings, those buildings have
to be designed to a whole new set of
specifications in terms of carbon emis-
sions, in terms of energy use, because
all downstream energy use will have an
impact on how much coal and how
much oil, alternative fuels, and other
resources we need to consume.

The fact is that other countries are
moving much more rapidly than we are
as a Federal Government. In fact, the
States in the United States and cities
in the United States are already mov-
ing with greater authority and deter-
mination than the Federal Govern-
ment. So this is a chance finally for
Senators to put themselves on record.

Now, you can disagree on what—for
instance, former Speaker Newt Ging-
rich and I held a debate a couple of
weeks ago in which the former Speaker
changed his position and agreed that
climate change is taking place and
that human beings are having an im-
pact on that climate change. He agreed
that we need to act, and urgently.
Where we differed is in what actions to
take, how those actions might be im-
plemented, but there was no disagree-
ment about the need to factor this into
the policies in our country.

As we contemplate these steps we
need to take, we really need to under-
stand that everything we do here is to
inform our decisions as we go down the
road. That is really the message this
amendment ought to send, that when it
comes to public policy, we understand
the warnings of our scientists, the
warnings of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change, and we are
going to respond effectively at the na-
tional level.

The fact is, for too long this has been
the subject of paid-for studies by indus-
tries that wanted to resist, but we
know that in America, many of those
industries have changed.

USCAP is a partnership of some of
the major corporations in America
that have come together responsibly to
take action with respect to climate
change. Companies such as General
Electric and Florida Power & Light,
American Electric Power, DuPont,
Wal-Mart, many others are now re-
sponding to the needs of this issue. It
would be stunning indeed if the Senate
somehow stood apart from what the
private sector and these States and
local communities are now engaged in.

Let me summarize quickly some of
the findings of the IPCC, the Intergov-
ernmental Panel on Climate Change.
The most recent report was written by
about 600 scientists. It was reviewed by
600 experts. It was edited by officials
from 154 governments. So you have
Prime Ministers, Foreign Ministers,
Economic Ministers, Trade Ministers,
Environment Ministers, Presidents of
countries all across the globe, who are
engaged in moving forward. Only the
United States has remained signifi-
cantly on the sidelines.
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The basic facts are these: At both
poles and in nearly all points in be-
tween, the temperature of the Earth’s
surface is heating up. It is heating up
at a frightening and potentially cata-
strophic rate. The temperature we
know has already increased about .8 de-
grees centigrade, 1.4 or so degrees
Fahrenheit, and the warnings of the
scientists I alluded to are that because
of the carbon dioxide already in the at-
mosphere, about which we have the
ability to do nothing, there will be an
additional warming as a consequence of
the damage that that does. So we are
locked in, whether we like it, to a
warming of somewhere between 1.4 and
1.6 degrees centigrade. These same sci-
entists have reported to us through
some 928 or so peer-reviewed studies. A
lot of people are not sure what a peer-
reviewed study is. After scientists have
done their study and they have put it
out to the public, that study is re-
viewed anonymously by another group
of scientists with similar backgrounds
and discipline. They then anonymously
make an analysis of the methodology
of those studies and of the conclusions
that were drawn. What is interesting is
that all 928 studies have determined
that human beings, through our green-
house gas emissions, are causing some
of the increase of this temperature, and
they have concluded similarly that
there is a tipping point—nobody can
predict precisely where it is—at which
we get a catastrophic series of con-
sequences which will then be too late
to change.

Scientists are inherently conserv-
ative people. They are people who
make judgments based on facts, as
they discern them, through their anal-
ysis, research, and experiments. They
don’t make wild pronouncements that
can’t be substantiated. Where there is
doubt, they have expressed doubt every
step of the way. Where something is
not conclusive, they have said it is not
conclusive.

But now in this most recent report,
they have reported to the world that
there is a 90-percent likelihood that
emissions of heat-trapping gases from
human activities have caused ‘‘most of
the observed increase in global average
temperature since the mid 20th cen-
tury. Evidence that human activities
are the major cause of recent climate
change is even stronger than in prior
assessments.”’

In addition, they have said that the
warming is unequivocal. The report
concludes that it is ‘‘unequivocal that
earth’s climate is warming as it is now
evident from the observations of in-
creases in global averages of air and
ocean temperatures, widespread melt-
ing of snows and ice, and rising global
mean sea level.”

The report also confirms that the
current atmospheric concentration of
carbon dioxide and methane, two im-
portant heat-trapping gases, ‘‘exceeds
by far the natural range over the last
650,000 years.” Since the dawn of the
industrial era, concentrations of both
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gases have increased at a rate that is
“very likely to have been unprece-
dented in more than 10,000 years.”’

These are some of the facts. I will re-
late more, if necessary, later. The bot-
tom-line point to be made is, the oppo-
nents, those who say that it isn’t hap-
pening, those who say that somehow
we can’t be certain that this is a con-
tributing activity, have yet to produce
one peer review study—not one—that
conclusively shows why what is hap-
pening is happening and what is caus-
ing it, if it isn’t the human activity
that has been alluded to by these 154
countries and thousands of scientists.
They certainly have an obligation to
do that.

Here is what is most alarming. I have
been listening to and working with
these same scientists since then-Sen-
ator Al Gore and I and a few others
held the first hearings on global cli-
mate change in the Senate in 1987. In
1990, we went to Rio to take part in the
BEarth summit which George Herbert
Walker Bush participated in as then
President of the United States and
signed a voluntary agreement to deal
with the framework for global climate
change. In the 17 years since we at-
tended that conference, I have attended
other conferences in Buenos Aires, in
The Hague, and in Kyoto. I have
watched while we have learned more
and more with greater certainty about
the impact of this science. Throughout
that journey of 17 years, I have never
heard the scientists as alarmed as they
are today. The reason they are alarmed
today is that what they have predicted
for those 17 years is happening at a
faster rate and in a greater quantity
than they had predicted.

What is our responsibility as public
people? If the scientists, 928 studies
strong, are saying to us, Senators,
Presidents, Congressmen, here is what
is happening, and they say it with con-
clusive evidence of exactly what is con-
tributing to it, I believe we, as public
people, have a responsibility to listen
on behalf of the citizens. It is prudent
to think about those things that we
can do and ought to do in order to re-
spond to this evidence.

Here is what those scientists tell us.
Jim Hansen is the leading climatolo-
gist of our country at NASA. He start-
ed warning about this in 1988. Since
1988, those warnings have become more
urgent. He now says we have a 10-year
window within which to get this right.
If we want to avoid the potential of a
tipping point, we have 10 years to act.
We also know the scientists have re-
vised their own estimates of what the
tolerable range is with respect to glob-
al warming. A year and a half, 2 years
ago, they were telling us we could tol-
erate 550 parts per million of green-
house gases in the atmosphere and that
translated to a 3 degrees centigrade
warming that could be allowed before
you reached this catastrophic potential
tipping point. They have changed that
now. Those same scientists have now
revised their estimate based on the evi-
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dence they are getting as a con-
sequence of what is already happening
all over the planet. All over the planet
you can see the sea drying up. You can
see the southern portion of the Sahara
Desert getting dryer. You can see
ocean currents shifting, species mi-
grating. In South Carolina, they
wouldn’t have any duck hunting today
if they didn’t have farmed ducks be-
cause the patterns have changed. The
same thing in Arkansas, where it has
significantly altered. Hunters across
the Nation are noticing changes in the
migratory patterns of the prey they
used to hunt. We are seeing 20 percent
of the ice sheet in the Arctic has al-
ready melted and predictions are the
entire ice sheet will disappear within
the next 30 years. The Greenland ice
sheet, go up there and visit, see the
torrents of water rushing through the
ice itself. The danger of that is, this is
on rock. This is not floating on sea ice,
where the displacement is already rec-
ognized in the ocean because it is float-
ing in the ocean. This is ice on rock. As
it melts, if it melts rapidly, it does
spill into the ocean and it alters the
levels.

In addition, the warming of the ocean
itself alters the levels. The warming
expands the water, and as the water ex-
pands, the sea level rises and we are al-
ready seeing a measured level of in-
crease of sea level according to all of
our scientists. They don’t doubt that.
That is a stated fact. Sea level is ris-
ing.

Are we going to have the Corps of En-
gineers go out and build a project that
has to do with rising sea level and not
take into account how much it may
rise, over what period of time it may
rise? What the consequences might be
of a storm that is more intense, cou-
pled with an increase of sea level? It is
common sense that we ought to be tak-
ing those kinds of things into account.

The scientists now tell us we can tol-
erate not 550 parts per million but 450
parts per million, and we can tolerate
not 3 degrees centigrade increase but a
2 degrees centigrade increase. Why is
that important? That is important be-
cause we can trace from before the in-
dustrial revolution the levels of carbon
dioxide and temperatures of the Earth.
Preindustrial revolution, the levels of
greenhouse gases were at about 270
parts per million. It was about 500 or so
billion tons of carbon dioxide in the at-
mosphere. It is measured by taking ice
cores which we drill. You bore into the
ice. You can go back tens of thousands
of years, bore the ice and measure the
levels of carbon dioxide, which also
gives you an indicator of the tempera-
ture of the Earth. We see a complete
parallel between the rise of the Earth’s
temperature, the rise of carbon dioxide
and the industrial revolution itself
over those 100 years.

We have now changed the level of
greenhouse gases from 270 parts per
million to 380 parts per million. That is
what we are living with today. So if we
are living with 380 parts per million
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today and over 100 years plus we saw it
go from 270 to 380, we only have a cush-
ion of up to 450. If we have already in-
creased the Earth’s temperature .8 de-
grees and it is going to go up automati-
cally another .8 degrees, that is 1.6, we
only have a cushion of .4 to .5 degrees
before we get to a tipping point.

I can’t tell you with 100 percent cer-
tainty that is what is going to happen.
But the scientists, the best we have in
this country, have told us it is a 90-per-
cent likelihood this is happening as a
consequence of the things we are doing.

If you went to the airport today and
got on an airplane and the pilot got on
and said: Folks, we are about to leave
and there is a 10-percent chance we are
going to get where we are going, are
you going to stay on the plane? This is
a 90-percent certainty what scientists
are telling us.

We went to war in Iraq on a 1-percent
doctrine. As Vice President CHENEY
said, if there is a 1-percent chance that
harm could be done to our Nation, then
we have to be willing to go to war and
take the steps. Well, here you have a
90-percent chance that harm could be
done to our Nation, and we are doing
next to nothing at the Federal level.
That is the cushion.

So when the scientists say to us we
need to have a response, when the CEO
of DuPont, the CEO of Wal-Mart, the
CEO of 3M, the CEO of General Elec-
tric, and a host of other companies
across our country are already taking
steps because they recognize this has
to happen, and we have to respond, we
ought to be listening and responding
ourselves.

Let me comment that, obviously, in
California we already see a State tak-
ing action. California passed a land-
mark bill that establishes a first-in-
the-world comprehensive program of
regulatory and market mechanisms to
achieve a reduction in greenhouse
gases.

The mayor of New York is working
on a congestion pricing scheme to
lower emissions and pollution. Today,
as we stand in the Senate, he is hosting
a meeting of the mayors of the world’s
largest cities, from Copenhagen to Cal-
cutta, on how to achieve the same
ends.

Recently, my home State of Massa-
chusetts, under the leadership of Gov-
ernor Deval Patrick, has rejoined the
Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative.
Now you have eight States that have
come together specifically to try to re-
duce global warming pollution from
powerplants. Across the Nation, 500
mayors from 50 States have signed on
to the U.S. Mayors Climate Protection
Agreement, which is an initiative to
advance the goals of the Kyoto Pro-
tocol. Even President Bush finally saw
fit to mention in his State of the Union
Address ‘‘the serious challenge of glob-
al climate change.”

We know specifically that climate
change will challenge the way we man-
age water resources in the United
States. It threatens our coastal com-
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munities and habitats with rising sea
levels, more intense storms, storm
surges, and flooding, especially along
the gulf and Atlantic coasts. In many
places, climate change is going to put
added pressure on our water resources,
increasing competition among agricul-
tural, municipal, industrial, and eco-
logical uses.

That is why this bill is an appro-
priate place for us to have an amend-
ment that merely asks for the Corps of
Engineers—which is federally char-
tered, and we spend Federal dollars
on—to make certain what they choose
to do is thoughtful about what the im-
pacts may be that are predictable or
ascertainable.

We know, obviously, what it looks
like when we do not prepare for emer-
gencies. We had it seared into our
memories with the horrifying images
of Hurricane Katrina. We saw the an-
guish of everybody who lived there and
people across America.

The fact is, we are especially vulner-
able to changes of weather and climate
extremes because of severe storms,
hurricanes, floods, and droughts. Now
we need to begin planning for those
emergencies that global climate
change is likely to produce.

Over the last 100 years, we have seen
an increase in heavy precipitation that
has strained the infrastructure we have
in place to deal with flooding. All
across America, combined sewer over-
flows wind up putting raw sewage out
into our rivers and lakes, which wind
up poisoning and polluting those water
bodies.

Thirty-nine percent of the rivers in
the United States of America are con-
taminated. Forty-five percent of the
lakes in the United States are contami-
nated. Forty-nine percent of the estu-
aries in America are contaminated.

In 19 States in our country parents
and children are warned: Don’t eat the
fish because of the levels of toxins,
chemicals that are in the water—19
States. In 44 States there are warnings
about specific locations where you are
not allowed to eat the fish.

So these are the kinds of con-
sequences we see up and down the line.
The number of days each year now
with more than 2 inches of precipita-
tion has risen by 20 percent. If we know
the precipitation levels have risen by
20 percent in the last 100 years, doesn’t
it make sense, as we conjure up levees
or other projects to prevent flooding,
to understand what the likelihood is of
the size of that flooding, the extent of
it, and the intensity, as it grows?

The Southwestern United States is in
the midst of a drought that is projected
to continue well into the 21st century
and may cause the area to transition
to a more arid climate.

The Corps of Engineers stands on the
front lines of all of these threats to our
water resources. They are our first re-
sponders in the fight against global
warming. Hurricane and flood protec-
tion for New Orleans, levees along the
Mississippi and Missouri Rivers, levees
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in Sacramento, CA, and port projects
up and down our coasts, east and
west—these are just a few of the sites
that are in danger. All of these Corps
projects and many hundreds more will
feel the strain, impact, and con-
sequences of global climate change.

We also recognized, in the wake of
Hurricane Katrina, the inadequacy of
some of the projects in New Orleans
that simply did not stand up. Just the
other day, in the New York Times—
Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the article of May 7, enti-
tled ‘‘Critic of Corps of Engineers Says
Levee Repairs for New Orleans Show
Signs of Flaws” be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, May 7, 2007]
CRITIC OF CORPS OF ENGINEERS SAYS LEVEE

REPAIRS FOR NEW ORLEANS SHOW SIGNS OF

FLAWS

(By John Schwartz)

Some of the most celebrated levee repairs
by the Army Corps of Engineers after Hurri-
cane Katrina are already showing signs of se-
rious flaws, a leading critic of the corps says.

The critic, Robert G. Bea, a professor of
engineering at the University of California,
Berkeley, said he encountered several areas
of concern on a tour in March.

The most troubling, Dr. Bea said, was ero-
sion on a levee by the Mississippi River Gulf
Outlet, a navigation canal that helped chan-
nel water into New Orleans during the
storm.

Breaches in that 13-mile levee devastated
communities in St. Bernard Parish, just east
of New Orleans, and the rapid reconstruction
of the barrier was hailed as one of the corps’
most significant rebuilding achievements in
the months after the storm.

But Dr. Bea, an author of a blistering 2006
report on the levee failures paid for by the
National Science Foundation, said erosion
furrows, or rills, suggest that ‘‘the risks are
still high.” Heavy storms, he said, may cause
‘“‘tear-on-the-dotted-line levees.”

Dr. Bea examined the hurricane protection
system at the request of National Geo-
graphic magazine, which is publishing photo-
graphs of the levee and an article on his con-
cerns about the levee and other spots on its
Web site at ngm.com/levees.

Corps officials argue that Dr. Bea is over-
stating the risk and say that they will rein-
spect elements of the levee system he has
identified and fix problems they find. The
disagreement underscores the difficulty of
evaluating risk in hurricane protection here,
where even dirt is a contentious issue. And
discussing safety in a region still struggling
with a 2005 disaster requires delicacy.

Hurricane season begins again next month.

The most revealing of the photographs,
taken from a helicopter, looks out from the
levee across the navigation canal and a skin-
ny strip of land to the expanses of Lake
Borgne. From the grassy crown of the levee,
small, wormy patterns of rills carved by rain
make their way down the landward side, wid-
ening at the base into broad fissures that ex-
tend beyond the border of the grass.

Dr. Bea, who was recently appointed to an
expert committee for plaintiffs’ lawyers in
federal suits against the government and pri-
vate contractors over Hurricane Katrina
losses, said that he could not be certain the
situation was dangerous without further in-
spection and that he wanted to avoid what
he called ‘‘cry wolf syndrome.” But, he
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added, he does not want to ignore ‘‘poten-
tially important early warning signs.”

He praised the corps for much of the work
it had done since the storm, but he added
that the levee should be armored with rock
or concrete against overtopping, a move the
corps has rejected in the short term.

Another expert who has viewed the photo-
graphs, J. David Rogers, called the images
‘“‘¢troubling.” Dr. Rogers, who holds the Karl
F. Hasselmann chair in geological engineer-
ing at the University of Missouri-Rolla, said
it would take more work, including an anal-
ysis of the levee soils, to determine whether
there was a possibility of catastrophic fail-
ure.

But he said his first thought upon viewing
the images was, ‘‘That won’t survive another
Katrina.”” Dr. Rogers worked on the 2006 re-
port on levee failures with Dr. Bea.

John M. Barry, a member of the Southeast
Louisiana Flood Protection Authority-East
who has also seen the photographs, also ex-
pressed worry. ‘‘If Bea and Rogers are con-
cerned, then I'm concerned,” he said.

Mr. Barry, the author of ‘“‘Rising Tide: The
Great Mississippi Flood of 1927 and How It
Changed America,” said it was important to
seek balance when discussing the levees in
the passionately charged environment of
New Orleans since the storm.

“I don’t want anybody to have any false
confidence’” in the system, he said. ‘‘On the
other hand, if things are improving, people
need to know that, too. And things have been
improving.”

After being informed of the safety ques-
tions, Senator Mary L. Landrieu, Democrat
of Louisiana, prepared a letter to send today
to the corps commander, Lt. Gen. Carl A.
Strock, asking whether the work by the
corps was sufficient to protect the levee sys-
tem.

At the corps, Richard J. Varuso, the assist-
ant chief of the geotechnical branch of the
district’s engineering division, said that
some erosion could be expected after a levee
was constructed. “If it rains, we get some
rutting,” Mr. Varuso said, adding that as
vegetation grows in, the levee ‘‘heals itself.”

Walter O. Baumy Jr., the chief of the engi-
neering division for the New Orleans district
of the corps, said the new levees were made
with dense, clay-rich soil that would resist
erosion. Although the stretches of the St.
Bernard levee that were still standing after
the storm are composed of more porous soils
dredged from the nearby canal, Mr. Baumy
said a reinforcing clay layer on top some 10
feet thick would keep the fissures from
reaching the weaker soils.

Still, he said that ‘“‘we will take a look at
this”’ and that the corps would make repairs
where necessary.

Dr. Bea, who wrangled with the corps last
year about construction standards on the
same levee, countered that recent work in
the Netherlands suggested that clay-capped
levees with a porous core, which are com-
mon, were prone to failure in high water.

Another official who viewed the photo-
graphs, Robert A. Turner Jr., the executive
director of the Lake Borgne basin levee dis-
trict, east of New Orleans, said he was con-
cerned, but not necessarily alarmed, about
the rills toward the crown of the St. Bernard
levee, calling them a common sight on new
levees in the area.

Mr. Turner said he was more concerned by
the images of larger ruts toward the base of
the levee, and said of the corps, “We’re just
going to keep on them.”’

Mr. KERRY. There is evidence in
some of those levees they are not going
to be able to withstand the intensity of
the storms we now project. The current
guidelines for Corps project planning
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were written in 1983, long before sci-
entists were focusing on the existence
as well as the threat and impacts of cli-
mate change. So I believe it is critical
for the Corps to begin to account for
that.

This amendment directs them to sim-
ply take climate change into account
when conducting project feasibility
studies or general evaluation reports.
It ensures that Corps projects, particu-
larly those that provide the first line of
defense against climate impacts, are
designed with global warming in mind.

This amendment is supported by doz-
ens of groups that represent coastal
communities and resources, from the
National Wildlife Federation and
American Rivers, to the Association of
State Floodplain Managers, regional
groups that represent coastal interests,
including the Coalition to Restore

Coastal Louisiana, and the Great
Lakes States Coalition. They all
strongly support this amendment.

They support it because it protects our
wetlands. They support it because it
advances our policy response on a sub-
ject where the politics has often strug-
gled to keep pace with the science.

On a weekly basis, we see mounting
evidence and mounting alarm bells
going off highlighting our need to act.
This is our opportunity to do so for the
first time.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, for
clarification on the time, it is my un-
derstanding that we each started off
with 30 minutes, and then we each get
15 minutes after that time has expired,
and that I used 13 minutes of my time
on my Iraq discussion.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, it is
my understanding we asked for 2%
hours equally divided.

Mr. INHOFE. OK. So it would be an
hour and 15 minutes for each side.

Mr. KERRY. An hour and 15 minutes,
but we may well wind up yielding much
of that back.

Mr. INHOFE. OK. So in this period
now, I would have an hour, less 13 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Correct.
The Senator would have 1 hour minus
the approximately 13, 14 minutes the
Senator has already used.

Mr. INHOFE. All right. That is fine.
I do not think I will use all of this time
right now. But in the event I get close
to it, if the Chair would let me know
when I have 3 minutes left, I would ap-
preciate that.

I don’t know where to start. I really
don’t. I don’t have all my stuff I nor-
mally would have in talking about this
subject right now because I did not
know this was going to come up.

Certainly, everyone has a right to
bring up amendments. This amendment
is totally out of place for this bill.
There is no justification for having it.

Let me make one comment about it.
If the idea is—and apparently it is—
this amendment is going to instruct
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the Corps of Engineers to come out
with a report as to how anthropogenic
gases would be affected by each project
that is constructed around the country,
let me suggest we have a $14 billion bill
we are going to be voting on at about
5:30, 6 o’clock tonight. It is one that we
desperately need. We have been debat-
ing this issue.

But I can assure you, if for some rea-
son the Kerry amendment was adopted,
it would Kkill the bill. There is no ques-
tion about it. But it is not going to be
adopted. It is a good forum to stand
out here and talk about how everyone
should be hysterical and should be wor-
ried.

It is interesting to me that the same
people today who are saying the world
is coming to an end, we are all going to
die, just back in the middle 1970s were
saying another ice age is coming and
we are all going to die. Which way do
you want it?

On this one, he is asserting, I guess,
that somehow the climate is changing.
Let me suggest, in 2006 the World Mete-
orological Organization issued state-
ments refuting claims about a con-
sensus that global warming is and will
cause more frequent and intense
storms, saying no such consensus ex-
ists. Even Al Gore has now backed
away from claiming that global warm-
ing will cause more frequent storms.

I have a chart in the Chamber, a plot
of the hurricanes going back to 1851. As
you can see, this is constant. This has
been going on for a long period of time.
Now, if a surge of anthropogenic
gases—this CO,, methane, or whatever
it is—were causing a warming period,
then you would think right during the
period around 1945 we would have a
warming period because in the middle
1940s, after the Second World War, we
had the greatest increase in greenhouse
gases, with an increase of about 85 per-
cent during that time.

But what happened? It did not pre-
cipitate a warming period. It precip-
itated a cooling period so bad that by
the middle 1970s everyone thought we
were going to die from another ice age
coming.

Now, as far as this bill is concerned—
I will probably repeat this in a little
more detail in the final remarks, but I
have to say this: We have $14 billion of
projects. These are Corps of Engineers
projects that are desperately needed.
We have not had a Water Resources De-
velopment Act reauthorization bill for
7 years. We finally have the oppor-
tunity to have it.

Now, if this amendment should be
adopted, it would delay all these
projects by at least a year because the
Corps would have to go back and re-
study all these projects. So I think we
should keep that in mind in terms of
how it affects the bill we have.

Now, the junior Senator from Massa-
chusetts talked about this great coali-
tion called the U.S. Climate Action
Group. Well, I can tell you about this
great coalition. I do not know how
many there are. There are about maybe



S6104

seven or eight companies, corporations
that have joined this saying: Yes, we
want to have some kind of a cap and
trade on CO,. We want to do some-
thing, maybe have a tax on them be-
cause we are good citizens. We are con-
cerned about the environment.

Well, we had a hearing about that,
only to find out every last one of them
that we could research would end up
making not just millions but in some
cases billions of dollars if something
like Kyoto would go through. I will be
specific. DuPont would make $500 mil-
lion a year in credits. DuPont, no won-
der they are for it. If I were a member
of the board of directors of DuPont, I
would also do the same thing they are
doing.

These are being paid for reductions in
greenhouse gases as a result of things
they have already done, so they do not
have to do anything more. I am saying
the $500 million a year—this came from
an internal study, so this is not some-
one making an accusation—is based on
$10 a ton. If it goes up to $20 a ton, then
it is going to be $1 billion a year. So
DuPont is for that. GE and BP, they
are doing the solar panels and the wind
tunnels. Well, sure, they would make a
lot of money.

We can quantify all this. There is not
time to go through all of that.

The other assertion that was made by
the distinguished junior Senator from
Massachusetts was that the sea level is
going to come up. There are so many
people who have watched the Gore
movie, and a lot of the teachers have
gotten into this, and it makes teaching
real easy. There is one school in Mary-
land, and a parent came by to see me
after we had our confrontation with
Senator Gore about 3 weeks ago and
said: Do you realize in my child’s ele-
mentary class, his teacher makes them
watch this movie once a month? They
said the scary part is—for little kids
who do not know any better, they
think it is true, when it is not true.
They said the scary part is the sea
level rise.

This is what the Senator is saying:
The sea level rises. I would suggest the
IPCC, that is behind all of this—that is
where it all started, like a lot of things
in this country; it started with the
United Nations—they came out in 2007,
this year, and they have downgraded
the sea level rise from 39 inches to 23
inches. They have cut it in half. They
said further, in a report this year, the
release of anthropogenic gases by live-
stock is greater than our entire trans-
portation segment.

So we watch these things. Jim Han-
sen—I am going to talk a little about
the scientists. I hear this thing, and
the reason we are seeing so many peo-
ple now in a panic is they realize the
science has been changing on a regular
basis for the last 3 years.

In fact, I have to tell you, when I be-
came chairman of the Environment
and Public Works Committee in Janu-
ary, 4 years ago, I assumed that man-
made gases were causing climate
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change. That is all you read in the
media and all you heard about on radio
and TV. I assumed it was right, until
they showed us how much this would
cost to the average American taxpayer.
Then we said: Let’s ook at the science,
only to find out that the science has
been reversed.

Scientists always talk about Jim
Hansen. I have been on several shows,
and there is Jim Hansen. He has been
more exposed on this than any other
scientist.

I remind you that Jim Hansen was
given a grant from the Heinz Founda-
tion of $250,000. I cannot say there is no
relationship between that and his opin-
ion. I think there is and I will tell you
why. I am going to talk about sci-
entists.

Let’s start off in Canada, which was
one of the early signers of the Kyoto
Treaty. Canada was taking the advice
of a famous group called the 60 sci-
entists in Canada. These are the 60 sci-
entists who, at that time, rec-
ommended to the then-Prime Minister
of Canada that they sign onto and rat-
ify the Kyoto Treaty. Well, since that
time, the scientists—that same group
of people—have reevaluated the
science. I will read some of these
things they come up with. The one I
know by heart is the most revealing. It
says:

Observational evidence does not support
today’s computer climate models, so there is
little reason to trust model predictions of
the future.

Significant scientific advances have
been made since the Kyoto Protocol
was created, many of which are taking
us away from the concern about in-
creasing greenhouse gases. Listen to
this. These are the 60 scientists in Can-
ada who were the ones responsible for
advising the Prime Minister 15 years
ago to sign the Kyoto Treaty. They
say:

If back in the 1990s we knew what we know
today about climate, Kyoto most certainly
would not exist, because we would have con-
cluded it wasn’t necessary.

They are now petitioning Prime Min-
ister Harper to change their position
on climate change. We have scientist
after scientist. This is a good one. I
used this the other day. Of the three
strongest supporters of the alarmists—
I am talking about the environmental
alarmists who want to scare people—
representing countries in a formidable
fashion, one was Claude Allegre, a
French Socialist, a geophysicist, a
member of both the French and Amer-
ican Academies of Science. He was one
who marched in the aisles with Al Gore
10 or 15 years ago, saying global warm-
ing is happening and it is caused by
human discharges. Now he is saying
that it was wrong. He has completely
gone over to the other side. He says
that the cause of climate change is un-
known. He has accused the proponents
of man